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PREFACE 
The mission and motives of the underground press have 
been sadly ignored. ' Underground newspapers in general have 
been slighted, and rarely studied in any depth. 
Although virtually every facet of the underground press 
is worthy of systematic study, this thesis limits its inves-
tigation to the behavior of language. Because of its ex-
ploratory nature, this study takes on a sense of adventure 
and, in its own small way, a sense of importance. 
If the results of this thesis are of any value, it is 
hoped they will be applied by underground journalists in an 
attempt to make their medium more effective and a more 
viable alternative. Further, it is hoped that the data 
presented herein will prompt others to continue in the long 
overdue exploration of the underground press. 
Many people have affec~ed and, in fact, created the 
events which led to the completion of this formal study. 
Perhaps the most influencial group of people was the staff 
of Andromeda, with whom I worked for nearly a year. It was 
while working with these energetic people that I first be-
gan to consider the potential of the tens of thousands of 
frustrated writers, editors, photographers and artists who 
-had turned to the underground/alternative media. 
I would like to acknowledge the cooperation I received 
iii 
from the staffs of the seven underground newspapers and the 
three news services who subjected themselves to my question-
naire. 
If the first few chapters are at all coherent, at least 
some credit must go to .Professor Don A. Mueller of Baker 
University, who took the time to proof read the manuscript 
and who offered many candid and useful suggestions. 
I am especially grateful to Bev Oldham for her untiring 
"legs" and Denise Castro for the tedious and thankless 
chore of assisting me with the typing. 
I would particularly like to thank Dr. Walter Ward, 
director of graduate studies at the Oklahoma State Univer-
sity School of Journalism and Broadcasting, who patiently 
and methodically introduced this neophyte to the founda-
tions of behavioral research. 
Finally, I would like to express my sincerest grati-
tude for t he unsolicited motivation and understanding I 
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"This is an age of political and cultural insurgency 
and the underground press is the impassioned voice and 
prose poet of that revolt," observes Larry Leamer , auth-
or of a recent book on underground newspapers,. 1 
For nearly a decade now, underground journalists have 
been reporting, proposing and, at times, even creating 
alternatives to virtually everything which in any way rep-
resented their perception of the status quo. It's been an 
eventful journey, one which certainly merits exploration, 
if for no other reason than to acknowledge its page in the 
/ 
annals of journalism history. Yet the underground press 
today seems to remain an oddity, something not to be taken 
too seriously. And it's still, therefore, rather difficult 
to assess the accomplishments of the fledgling press, par-
ticularly since its impact has been only haphazai:-dly ex-
amined. "Past studies of the underground press have been 
at best inadequate, at worst, irrelevant," notes Sam Feld-
man, a doctoral candidate at the UCLA School of Education. 
Feldman's dissertation -- "A Rationale for .. the High School 
Underground Press" -- may be, in fact, the first systematic 
attempt to explore the medium.2 
1 
The Medium and Its Language 
Much of the notoriety afforded the underground press 
can be attributed to its somewhat irreverent language. 
2 
Since the now famous 1966 Supreme Court ruling on obscenity, 
many underground publications seem to have dedicated them-
selves to testing the elasticity of "social redeeming value." 
A group of high school students in Detroit published 
a paper called the South Hampton Illustrated Times. The 
paper, not surprisingly, was most often referred to by its 
acronym.3 While it was still publishing, the staff of 
Boston's Avatar was subjected to 58 arrests before a local 
court found the content not obscene. In 1969 three teen-
aged street vendors were charged with possession of obscene 
material: copies of the Miami (Florida) Free Press, which 
carried artwork depicting President Nixon and Mao Tse-tung 
superimposed on a nude woman. The editor of the Washington 
(D.C.) Free Press was ordered to appear before a Montgomery 
County, Maryland judge because he had published a cartoon 
which showed a nude judge masturbating as he presided over 
a courtroom.4 
There are, of course, many other examples which could 
be cited; the point is, however, that the often unrestricted 
use of "offensive" words and risque graphics has provoked 
much criticism and concern. The language of the underground 
press and its "nothing-is-sacred" approach to journalism 
have been, perhaps, its most frequently discussed features. 
This thesis, however, is not primarily concerned with 
3 
the purported alienating effect of the underground language. 
More important, it is believed, is the effect of this 
language on the people who use it and rely on it. For these 
people the underground press, with its underground language, 
is a very crucial factor in their social universe. Their 
proficiency as communicators will be determined, in part, 
by the effectiveness of their language. Indeed, the im-
portance of language is paramount, and the language of the 
underground press is not to be slighted because some may 
consider it crude or unusual. 
To discover the caus~s of success and failure in the 
process of human communication is of primary concern here. 
An analysis of language, it is hoped, will help determine 




1Laurence Leamer, .Til!. Paper Revolutionaries .. f~~w York, 
1972 ) , p. 8.1 • · -
--2samuel N. Feldman, "A Ra:tionale for the High School 
Underground Press" (unpub. Ph.D. dissertation proposal, 
UCLA School of Educat.ion, 1972) • 
3Gaye Sandler Smith, "The Underground,Press In Los 
Angeles" (unpub. master's thesis, University of California, 
1968), p. 117. ----------...... ,,,~-"" .............. _._.._ ........... ~ 
4Jack A. Nelson, The Underground Press, Freedom of 
Information report No. 226· (Columbia, 1968), p. 5. 
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CHAPTER II 
AN INTRODUCTION TO THE UNDERGROUND PRESS 
Publishers of most large dailies have long abandoned 
the concept of the special edition; broadcast journalists, 
it seems, have reduced considerably the urgency of the 
print media. Noticeably reflecting this trend is the ab-
scence of the street hawker, often stereotyped by cinema-
·tographers as the young, ambitious lad steadfastly fighting 
the urban elements and faithfully yelling, "Extra! Extra! 
Read all about it •• · .• " The only hawkers remaining today 
are of the underground variety. 
It's not that the underground press is a clandestine 
movement, literally forced to operate "underground;" but 
it is true that many such publications are unable to use 
contemporary means of distribution. Retailers often refuse 
to display the papers, schools frequently prohibit their 
circulation, and professional distributors are not at all 
impressed with the lackadaisical business approach taken by 
many of the staffs. For the underground press, distribu-
tion has always been a problem and one which continually 
threatens the longevity of the medium. 
For those who desire to stifle the underground news-
paper, the most effective method is by simply retarding its 
distribution. Few are prepared to go so far as to deny the 
underground press its constitutional rights, but few also 
• are willing to provide these papers with easy access to the 
communityo 
6 
The urge on the part of many to squelch what Leamer 
calls the voice of today's insurgency, may be interpreted as 
an emotional response to the content of the underground 
press, which consists largely of irreverent, brazen attacks 
on American economics, politics and morality. To many, per-
haps, the underground pres.s represents an annoying source of 
dissonance, and in an attempt to reduce this dissonance 
underground newspapers are frequently perceived as a threat, 
an immoral conspiracy. 
The Three Categories of 
the Underground Press 
There exists generally three types or categories of 
underground newspapers: the community newspaper, the special 
interest publication, and the house organ. 
Some of the special interest papers and house organs 
actually pre-date the current underground press, while 
others have come into existence with the rise of anti-war 
sentiment and the civil rights movement. This thesis is 
especially concerned with only one of the above three cat-
egories -- the community paper. That is, the underground 
newspaper which is circulated among members of a defined 
geographic community, such as a city, town or university. 
7 
The two other categories are to be avoided here since many 
of the special interest papers and many of the house organs 
contain language which is unique to a particular philosophy 
or interest group. 
It would be useful if a more explicit definition of 
the underground press -- or even of a comnunity underground 
paper -- could be offered, but unfortunately none has been 
developed. 
Underground newspapers certainly do not all digest the 
same politics or subscribe to the same editorial policies. 
Some staffs operate with the more conventional editorial 
hierarchy of an editor, managing editor, advertising man-
ager, and so on, while other staffs form a collective where 
all decisions are made collectively and responsibility is 
shared, not necessarily delegated. Some pape~s are given 
away free while others charge a cover price. There is, 
therefore, no such thing as a "typical" underground news-
paper. Since the New York Times obviously is not represen-
tative of all large, metropolitan dailies, why should one 
assume that, for example, Atlanta's The Great Speckled~ 
js typical of other underground papers? 
It's difficult to discover exactly what underground 
papers have in common, but whatever that may be, it certain-
ly doesn't preclude individuality. As one underground 
worker puts it: 
We all have a lot in common, a general dissatis-
faction with life in America. It is necessary 
for us to be in touch. But why should be agree? 
They do their thing; we do ours.1 
Possibly the only common disbelief among all under-
gro~nd papers is that in American economics, particularly 
the free enterprise system as practiced here in the United 
States. For the most part, underground journalists seem 
to prefer a socialist economy, as opposed to capitalism. 
Beyond that, the underground press remains an abstract 
coalition of disenchanted journalists and frustrated ac-
tivists. 
The First Underground Newspaper 
g 
Actually it was one $15 investment that eventually 
blossomed into not only the first underground newspaper but 
the largest as well.· It is the Los Angeles~ Press, 
founded in 1964, that has acquired the undisputed reputa-
tion of being the first underground paper. 
On May Day in 1964 Arthur Kunkin, a 37-year-
old socialist intellectual and former die-maker, 
showed up at the gates to the Los Angeles Ren-
aissance Faire, an annual event sponsored by 
radio station KPFK, and started passing out cop-
ies of the. Faire Free Press. He wo,re not denims 
or patched corduroy but the green garb of Robin 
Hood and a feathered cap, and Los Angeles should 
have stood forewarned that Kunkin's thin and 
amateurish paper would not prove the typical left-
wing publication. Indeed, rechristened the Los 
Angeles Free Press, it became not only the first, 
but eventually the biggest underground paper in 
America.2 
The Freep, as it's commonly called, has grown consid-
erably over the years. From a four-page giveaway in its 
earlier days to a 48-page tabloid with expenditures of over 
9 
$15,000 per issue.3 Today the Freep is the only underground 
paper audited by the semi-official Audit Bureau of Circula-
tions. With its 120,000 circulation it ranks as the second-
largest paid circulation weekly in the country. 
Factors ContributiJ!lg,to. the Creation 
of.the Underground Press 
Many reasons have been cited for the sudden emergence 
of hundreds of underground papers in the late 1960s. Par-
ticularly significant, perhaps, is the charge that the mass 
media were not functioning as an outlet for minorities 
any minority -- be it the homosexual, the student, the Afro-
American of the American Indian. A report from the Free-
dom of Information Center at the University of Missouri 
explores this problem and suggests that some media critics 
claim that the apparent popularity of the underground news-
papers is an indication that the traditional press is not 
filling the needs of society. "The speculation is that the 
underground papers are generally successful," the report 
says, "because they do fill that need."4 
Although the mass media's inability or unwillingness 
to give a voice to out-of-stream opinion groups has been 
the most popular allegation, there have been others: 
The press does not report the whole truth, but 
instead filters the news to reinforce establish-
ed society. 
The press treats deviant groups in news columns 
with sensationalism which either inflates their 
significance or causes their demise. 
The press does not believe in total freedom of 
expression. 
It is not contemporary, a kind of anachronism 
in the electric age.5 
10 
For many undergrounders, 'the established or "straight" 
press had become the senile legacy of Benjamin Harris' Pub-
' -
,ll£k Occurrences.6 Mass audience publications, which did 
little more than reinforce middleclass mores, were no long-
er seen as a viable medium for information. Such publica-
tions, as the story goes, had·become big business, a 
competitive enterprise which, presumably, perceived news as 
a commodity. Broadcast facilities and large dailies, there-
fore, were actually considered dangerous, not just the 
passive by-product of negligence. "I'd rather put the 
Times out of business than the New York City Police. It 
does much more damage," says Raymond Mungo, co-founder of 
Liberation News Service, the underground's largest and old-
est news-gathering agency.? I.F. Stone -- whom some have 
dubbed the illegitimate father of the underground press --
alludes to this problem when he calls attention to the fact 
that "most owners of newspapers are businessmen, not news-
paper men. The news is something which fills the space 
left over by advertisers."8 
Today, the underground press stands opposed to what 
Lazarsfeld and Merton in 1948 called the three 1:1ost preva-
lent functions of the media: status conferral, enforcement 
of social norms, and what has been called the narcotizing 
11 
dysfunction.9 For many, the underground press represents a 
challenge to existing nonns a~d an alternative to conferr-
ing status on conventional leaders. But although the under-
ground press may have been created in:opposition to these 
functions, it is interesting to note that many underground 
papers do confer status and do reinforce social norms 
it's just that the norms are qifferent and the status is· 
conferred on a different breed of people. 
There are, of course, many other:factors which have 
contributed to the sudden birth of literally hundreds of 
alternative publications. Robert Glessing, in his account 
of the underground press, mentions a few: 
The social and political indifference of the 
Eisenhower years, the youthful involvement in the 
Southern civil r::j.ghts movement, the drug culture 
of the early 60s, the moral resentment of the war 
in Vietnam, and the bitterness toward a govern-
ment incapable of solving racial and poverty prob-
lems in the world's wealthiest nation -- this is 
only a rough sketch of the background from which 
the underground press began to emerge.10 
It's also important·to realize, however, that not every 
underground paper was founded on lofty ideals or launched 
in an attempt to rid the world of social evils. Consider, 
for example, Mungo's reasons for the creation of Liberation 
News Service in 1967. 
Lots of radicals will give you a very precise line 
about why their little newspaper or organization 
was formed and what needs it fulfills and most of 
that stuff is bullshit, you see -- the point is 
they've got nothing better to do and the prospect 
of holding a straight job is so dreary that they 
join the "movement" ••. and start hitting up people 
for money to live, on the premise that they're in-
volved in critical social change blah blah blah. 
And it's really better that way, at least for 
some people, than finishing college and working 
at dumb ~obs for constipated corporations; at . 
least its not always boring. And that's why we 
decided to start a news service -- not because 
the proliferating underground needed a central 
information-gathering agency staffed by people 
they could truft -- but because we had nothing 
better to do.1 · 
The Rapid Growth of the 
Underground Press 
12 
Be it a fad or phenomenon, there's no denying the as-
tounding pace at which the underground press has grown. In 
1968 the Wall Street Journal claimed an estimated one third 
of a million people read underground papers. 12 In 1969 
Paul Slater, while gathering data for his master's thesis, 
counted 627 such publications.13 Today, one source esti-
mates the total readership to be in excess of 20 million. 14 
Despite the many external pressures and the near in-
ternal chaos, in the last half a decade the underground 
press has grown at a phenomenal rate. The increase in the 
number of regularly published underground newspapers is 
shown in Table I, page 13. From one paper in 1964 (Los 
Angeles Free Press) to 350 to 400 in 1971. 15 These figures 
do not take into account the hundreds of irregularly pub-
lished papers, particularly those distributed on high 
school campuses. 
A list of underground papers is provided in Appendix c. 
(In recent months there has been some evidence to sug-




































and that its growth was beginning to taper offo A number 
of well known papers -- particularly those in large metro-
politan areas -- have discontinued publicationo It 1s dif= 
ficult to speculate at this point, since there has always 
been a large turnover in the underground press.) 
Although the rapid increase in the number of under-
ground newspapers had much to do with the increasing popu-
larity of the anti-war movement, the frequency of campus 
unrest and the coming of age of the so-called psychedelic 
counterculture, the technical feasibility of printing a 
newspaper in the late 1960s was also an important factor. 
The rapid growth of offset printing made it possible for 
virtually anyone to enter a publishing ventureo The tech-
nical skills were easily learned and the actual printing 
costs required a relatively small investmento 
oooa small, local, and unsubsidized paper did not 
have to depend on the informality, shoddinessj 
and graphic limitations of the mimeograph, be-
cause the new process of cold-type offset print-
ing was available to themo16 
Unlike other printing techniques, the offset process 
allowed for the ultimate creativity at the lowest possible 
cost. Almost anything that could be typed, drawn or photo= 
graphed could be reproduced with remarkable clarityo The 
', 
underground press was quick to explore the potential of 
offset and more than willing to share its discoveries with 
other alternative publicationso Further enhancing the pos= 
sibilities of offset printing and subsequently promoting 
the growth of the underground press was the availability of 
15 
handy booklets, outlining the procedures for preparing copy, 
cropping pictures, using screens, and: so on. One such book-
let, "How To Publish Your Very Own Underground Newspaper," 
published by the Underground ~ress. Sypdicate in New York 
I 
City, describes a number of printing methods from ditto to 
offset and includes helpful information on postage regula-
tions, distribution, advertising, a list of do's and don't's 
i 
and even a section devoted to 1 "What To Do When the FBI 
I . 
Comes." 
The Unde.rground Organi•zations 
I I 
According to Glessing, the idea for an alliance of 
underground newspapers was first conceived in the offices 
of New York's East Village Other in June of 1966. An ed-
itorial in EVO that month suggested the following proposals 
for such an o~ganization: 
1. Communication of the news that the middle-
class press won't print. 
2. Some sort of teletype service between New York, 
Chicago, L.A., San Francisco, England, etc. 
J. Dividing of all income between members. 
4. A clearing house, where members can choose to 
syndicate other members' by-lines, columns and 
comic strips. 
5. An advertising agency which will represent and 
produce advertising for all members from sources 
around the country. 
6. An agent for all member newspapers to the whole 
communications industry to represent them and sell 
news for them to A.P.~ U.P.I., radio stations and 
television networks.1r . · · 
16 
All that was needed was a name for this alliance --
something that would be descriptive, yet not restricting. 
An editorial worker at EVO, John Wilcock, suggested ftunder-
ground." "I don't know what else it could have been call-
ed," recalls Wilcock. "It was -underground, unknown •••• n18 
Today the Underground Press Syndicate describes itself as 
a non-profit association of alternative newspapers and mag-
azines. Because its members have always covered a wide 
spectrum of interests and beliefs, UPS has remained an an-
archistic group, concentrating mainly on just seeing that 
the papers continue to come out. 
With only five member papers in its first year, UPS 
has grown rapidly in the past few years, and now has of-
fices in Hong Kong, Buenos Aires and London, in addition 
to the small, basement office in New York's Greenwich 
Village. Today, members of UPS can be found in almost 
every major city in the United States and in England, Nor-
way, The Netherlands, France, Scotland, Canada, Argentina, 
Mexico, New Zealand, Australia, Hong Kong, and Switzerland. 
There is a one-time initiation fee of $25, but a re-
cent UPS letter explains, " ••• if you don't have that on 
hand at the moment, $5 now and the rest later will do. 111 9 
Once accepted, UPS members are asked to follow a list of 
rules, which are described as more traditional than leg-
islative. The rules generally explain that all members 
agree to a free exchange of material; all members should 
send 10 copies of each issue to ·ups in New York and one 
copy to each of the other UPS members; all members should 
note on their masthead that they're manbers of UPS; and 
when reprinting another member's story, article, etc., 
proper credit should be given. 
17 
A year after UPS was launched, the underground's first 
full time news service was in the making. Two former col-
lege editors, Raymond Mungo (Boston University News) and 
Marshall Bloom (Amherst Student), both disenchanted with 
the United State Student Press Association and for a lack 
of anything better to do (see Mungo's quote on page 11), 
created Lj.beration News Service in 1967 in Washington, D.C. 
A year later, the news service moved to the upper west side 
of New York City where the collective of about a dozen 
people work today. 
Unlike UPS, Liberation News Service (named after the 
National Liberation Front) is not considered an alliance 
or cooperative. Its 800 subscribers simply pay a monthly 
rate for the service ( $20), which consists of two news/ 
graphics packets each week. But since many underground 
papers are often unable to meet their monthly obligations, 
LNS has adopted a rather lenient billing policy. "We have 
always been committed to sending the packets to groups and 
papers which cannot afford to pay," explains the LNS col-
lective.20 
Operating on a budget of $7,000 a month, the LNS col-
lective consists of: 
/ 
! 
00013 people working full-time -- 10 women and 
3 men. We want to maintain a ratio of two wo-
men to one man. We find the battle against 
sexism is easier that way, while at the same 
time, the policy gives women a chance to work 
in a 11mants field.n 
Our ages range from 17 to 25 and we have 
a couple of college grads, lots of college 
drop outs and a couple of high school drop outs. 
i.!Je have one third-world woman on the 
staff; class -- that's hard to say. Most of us 
come out of some kind of student background. 
Of the 13, 5 of us come from the N.Y.C. area, 
two from Philadelphia, one from New Jersey, one 
from Vermont, one from Missouri, two from Mass-
achusetts, and one from Florida. 
We also have one baby -- Safra, going on 
16 months -- two cats -- Scaredy Cat and Bat 
Morgan, and quite a few friends in the neighbor-
hood who come in to help us drink beer and stuff 
the packets into envelopes. We have a schedule 
for taking care of Safra that gives everybody 
the responsibility and fun of looking out for 
her about 5 hours a week.21 
In contrast to their commercial counterparts, LNS 
workers donate much of their time, receiving a weekly sal-
ary of only $35 for what is usually a 60 to 70 hour work 
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In the past few years, many smaller news services and 
organizations have appeared. The Amerikan (sic) Press Syn-
dicate, which started out as a West Coast paper exchange, 
has recently blossomed into a nation-wide operation with 
more than 35 members. Alternative Features Service, oper-
ating out of Berkeley, California, has been distributing 
weekly feature packets since June 1971. 
More recently, small groups of local papers have band-
ed together to form what has been termed nmedia coops. ti In 
Texas, for ex ample, 12 such papers and alternative radio 
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groups launched the "Texas Blimp Works," a group which will 
try to strengthen cross-state communication and find possi-
ble solutions to mutual problems. 
The Potential Impact of 
the Underground Press 
The chairman of the journalism department at Indiana 
University, Richard G. Gray, among others, believes the 
underground press has great potential. The underground 
press, he says, "holds the possibility of initiating changes 
just as significant as those introduced at earlier critical 
junctures in the history of journalism."23 
Unfortunately, the success or failure of the under-
ground press too often is judged by the same standards used 
to evaluate conventional media. An article in The Nation 
a few years ago said the underground press "has certainly 
not improved the quality of journalism."24 Such profundities 
-- and there have been many -- miss the point. Underground 
journalists aren't trying to improve journalism; they are 
trying to change it! Many undergrounders find repulsive the 
reportorial philosophy of the daily press. "We see ourselves· 
as enemies of the New York Times and other establishment 
papers and the interests they represent •••• ," says LNs.25 
Specifically, the LNS collective notes the important dis-
tinction between the ljberal press portraying the war in 
Viet Nam as a blunder and the underground press' attempt to 
interpret the war as logical .extensions of United States 
foreign policy. So, it's really not a matter of improvtng 
journalism, as the underground journalists see it. More 
important, they believe, is trying to design new ways of 
presenting information. 
Underground journalists have attempted to bring to 
their readers a sense of honesty and,~incerityo For them, 
the concept of 11objective 11 reporting has become obsolete, 
something which shouldn't even be a distant goal. Leamer 
explains why: 
The false. scientism of contemporary journalism --
so mistakingly labeled "objective journalism 11 --
was not developed as a means to bring a richer 
and more honest news coverage to the publico 
Originally, it was simply a technique invented by 
early cooperative news-gathering associations, so 
that their services could be sold to the highly 
partisan papers of the day. As advertising and 
circulation burgeoned, the papers themselves be-
came !!objective." They could not afford to offend 
any element of their readership, and they as$umed 
a stance of political and moral neutrality.2b 
It's still, of course, quite early to assess the im-
pact of the underground press, particularly since itVs 
·, 
virtually impossible to view it in any historical perspec-
tiveo Yet the underground press today remains for many a 
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viable alternative to other media and that in itself should 
be evidence enough that underground papers are indeed worth 
watching. 
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CHAPTER III 
THE LANGUAGE OF THE UNDERGROUND PRESS 
In 1966 Bob Dylan wrote, "The times they are a-chang-
in'." By 1968 Ralph Gleason, rock music critic for the San 
Francisco Chronicle observed, "The language she is chang-
ing," too. 1 
Unless you happen to be at least somewhat familiar 
with the hip-slang terminology used in many underground 
newspapers, you'll need ~ither a translator, one of the 
new slang dictionaries, or a profuse imagination. Apparent-
ly, the problem of decoding had become so difficult that 
Robert Glessing, in his 1970 account of the underground 
press, was obliged to include a glossary, listing the most 
commonly used terms in underground papers. 
It is, of course, possible to decipher many of these 
words by merely studying the context in which they are used 
or by simply making a concerted effort to locate an authen-
tic reference source. Still, that doesn't explain why so 
many underground editors have resorted to the use of a mod-
ified and self-limiting language, one which is unintelligi-
ble to a great many in their potential audience. It's al-
most as though these writers were purposely trying to 
confuse their readers by playing a snobbish "Guess "1.'hat 
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This Means?!! game. 
The Evolution of the Un-
derground Language 
Eugene Ee Landy, a clinical psychologist in Los An-
geles and author of the Underground Dictionary, believes 
that the underground language was initiated by drug addicts 
and criminals in the 1920s and JOs. The languag~ then, 
according to Landy, was used to prevent infiltration by 
outsiders, usually the law. Today, Landy explains, the un-
derground language has !!created a feeling of cohesiveness, 
togetherness, and belonging with others who share common 
beliefs, traits and behavior patterns."2 Glessing refers 
to this as a vital language; a gut language which seeks 
originality, the expression of individuality. "The new 
languagej)I! says Glessing, "was slanted against puritanical 
sex attitudes, the war in Vietnam ••• and it was for, as the 
saying wentj) 1Peace, Pussy and Pote' 113 Glessing, howeverll 
traces the origin of the language to a rejection of parental 
behavior: 
Calculated to put down as well as close out or 
reject parents, much of the hip culture language 
was a reaction to parents who were considered 
delinquent rather than permissive by their off-
springo The rejection inherent in leaving a 
baby-sitter to mind the kids while the parents 
frolicked night after night at the country club 
came back to haunt the parents. Their children 
designed a language to exclude themo4 
Both Glessing and Landy seem to agree that the language 
of the underground press was intentionally designed to pro~ 
vide for a limited and selective audience. Or, put more 
succinctly by a University of Oregon student: "The new 
press of the new young has failed to establish itself as 
an effective means of communication with any but its own 
kind."5 
New Words and New Defini-
tions for Old Words 
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Underground newspapers and the culture they supposedly 
represent have, at times, sought words to express experi-
ences for which words did not exist. For example: Zapped 
to have been cheated; Zonked out -- exhausted, to be use-
less as if drugged or drunk; Bummer -- generally something 
undesirable. The language of the underground press, how-
ever, also consists of words which have adopted unconven-
tional definitions, such as: Aunt -- an older homosexual 
man who wants to take care of a younger man; Bag -- one's 
vocation and/or avocation; Bread -- money; Hairy -- a 
very tense or uncomfortable experience.6 
Illustrating the use of words which have acquired 
different definitions is a recent cartoon in Playboy mag-
azine. The artist depicts a baker placing a loaf of bread 
in an oven. He turns to a co-worker and says,"So I told 
this chick I made a lot of bread and.she got real friend-
ly •..• "7 The point to be made here, of course, is that the 
word "bread" was used as a symbol for money, not something 
baked in an oven. 
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Some of the words which were first popularized in the 
underground press recently have become adopted by more 
conventional media. In November 1972, Newsweek referred to 
Bing Crosby as a "golf freak."g The word "freak," so far 
as Newsweek was concerned, merely indicated that Crosby had 
an obsession for golf. For many underground journalists, 
however, the word "freak" (often spelled "freek" to signify 
freedom) conjures up images of long-haired, dope-smoking 
proponents of the so-called counterculture. Other words, 
• 
such as "rip off" (to steal),also have been frequently used 
by publications other than of the underground variety. 
Words as an Activating Force 
In contrast to more conventional media, the underground 
press perceives its role as that of an activating force, a 
medium which suggests, coordinates and evaluates action. 
"There is no distinction for us between words and action," 
explains a former LNS worker.9 It's not enough that under-
ground papers provide entertainment and information; more 
important, apparently, is their activating function. An 
editorial in the Berkeley Tribe offers a rationale for such 
a role: 
The TRIBE is not only a newspaper, but also a 
collective of people working toward basically the 
same goals. Lately, the TRIBE has been doing a 
lot of thinking about who and what we are; what 
the paper is and should be. We've been changing 
the way we see the TRIBE -- hopefully not so much 
as a newspaper but as a potential activating 
force in the community. We've begun to realize 
exactly how many resources we have access to, in 
terms of people and organizations we have contacts 
with, other media and community services. Rather 
than sitting in our office writing about what is 
going on, we should be out attempting to draw 
more people into things.10 
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The New~ Times may, for example, tell its readers 
about President Nixon's invasipn of Cambodia; the under-
ground press would go one step further: it might suggest a 
demonstration, a protest march or perhaps a more militant 
response. Although the Times frequently offers suggestions 
on its editorial pages, the underground press often inte-
grates its advice into news and feature stories. 
The ability, in some instances, of underground papers 
to motivate and activate their readers is in contrast to 
what sociologists call the "narcotizing dysfunction" of the 
media. 
The individual read:s accounts of issues and prob-
lems and may even discuss alternative lines of 
action. But this rather intellectualized, rather 
remote connection with organized social action is 
not activated. The interested and informed citi-
zen c~n congratulate himself on his lofty state 
of interest and information and neglect to see 
that he has abstained from decision and action. 
In short, he takes his secondary contact with the 
world of political reality, his reading, listening 
and thinking, as a vicarious performance. He 
comes to mistake knowing about problems of the day 
for doing something about them. His social con-
science remains spotlessly clean. He is concerned. 
He is informed. And he has all sorts of ideas 
as to what should be done. But, after he has 
listened to his favored radio program and after 
he has read his second paper of the day, it is 
really time for bed.11 
Although the language of the underground press may 
promote action, the many slogans and epithets that are used 
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frequently as substit~tes for logical persuasion and sound 
reasoning may have created a situation which Rommetveit 
describes as "semantic satiation." This phenomenon -- the 
experience that a word after a series of repetitions tends 
to lose its meaning and appear as a peculiar, empty sound 
was most recently studied in 1964, although the research 
did not concern itself specifically with the underground 
press. Rommetveit explains the process: 
Continued fixation of a written word ••• for a pro-
longed period of processing, far beyond the very 
minimal interval required in order for semantic 
attribution to occur. The consequent "loss of 
meaning".and the resultant experience of the 
word as a strange and empty visual ••• form may 
then possibly emerge as the outcome of a shift 
of focus of attention.12 
Ambiguity: the Overriding Defect 
of the Underground Language 
Although the invention of words and the use of words 
which ha.ve acquired unco:nventional definitions may limit 
the potential audience of the underground press, the most 
damaging defect in the underground language seems to be the 
careless use of words which seldom conform to any defini-
tion -- either traditional or otherwise. The use of am-
biguous, abstract and vague terminology has made it virtu-
ally impossible to anticipate the effect of a message. 
That is, it has become increasingly more difficult to in-
sure that the message sent will actually be the message 
received. 
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An article in Harper's magazine a few years ago de-
scribed the underground language as one which uses an oddly 
obscure vocabulary: 
They talk compulsively and ritualistically about 
power structures, systems, establishments, bur-
eaucracy, technology, and the vagueness of these 
words, when used singly, to describe specific 
conditions in the real world, is symptomatic of 
their function as empty perjorative metaphors 
for problems not personally engaged in by those 
who use themo 13 
A 16-year-old high school coed in New York has gone 
one step further -- she has invented a word which not only 
describes an experience for which an appropriate word does 
not exist but actually describes any experience which she 
finds it difficult to describe. "Keites," she explains, 
"is ,the ultimate, it's beyond being wicked. 11 14 The word's 
greatest asset, presumably, is its ambiguity. Similarly, 
such words as establishment or institution, unless the 
author takes the time to explicitly explain which institu-
tion or which establishment, also thrive on their vaguenesso 
Even the name of the mediutn itself -- "underground" -- de-
fies definitiono. ''Underground is a sloppy word," says a 
worker at the Underground Press Syndicate in New York. The 
word is "meaningless, ambiguous, irrelevant, wildly impre-
cise, undefinitive, derivative, uncopyrighted, uncontrol-
lable, and used UPooon15 
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CHAPTER IV 
THE SOCIAL ASPECTS OF LANGUAGE 
First, it is important to put aside the conunonly held 
misconception that there exists some inherent "meaning" 
in the words of a language. Actually, words are only a 
sign: 
••• that is to say something which has to be in-
terpreted and may be misunderstood in the process, 
or in the case of language itself takes the form 
of a code or cipher, unintelligible to anyone 
who does not possess the key. To believe that 
the word is the thing (or part of it), that the 
name contains the reality of its meaning, is --
as Ogden and Richards have shown -- to lapse 
into mentalism, . or a "magical" belief in an inti-
mate link between the sign and the object referred 
to. Words, like any other· medium of transmission, 
.mfil!ll nothing in themselves: they are simply iv-
struments which can be used to convey meaning. 
If it's still difficult to disassociate meaning from 
the function of words and language, consider Bertrand 
Russell's explanation: 
To have meaning is a notion confusedly compounded 
of logical and psychological elements. Words all 
have meaning, in the simple sense that they are, 
symbols which stand for something other than them-
selves. But a proposition, unless it happens to 
be linguistic, does not itself contain wo2ds: it contains the entities indicated by words. 
Berlo suggests that meaning is learned, not discovered. 
It is a personal property, not fixed or God-given. Lan-
guage does not possess meaning; rather it is used to 
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express and elicit meaning. There is a critical distinc-
tion to be made here between the "expression" of meaning 
and the "transmission" of meaning, for Berlo maintains 
that "Communication~ not consist of the transmission 
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2f meaningo nJ Meaning is ~n._.~:q.!,i,!,y;Jolhich can be trans-
mitted from one person to another, although it can be ex-
pressed and an individual can render a response to that 
expressiono This process of responding to an expression 
of meaning is, in fact, the process of learning to which 
Berlo refers. 
All this is not an attempt to dismiss the importance 
of language, since language does provide the medium for 
communication (the expression of meaning). Communication, 
for purposes of this thesis, is most appropriately defined 
as the discriminatory response of an organism to a stim-
ulus.4 (The expression of meaning in the human communi-
cation process ass'UDles the role of the stimulus.) 
As the primary medium for the expression of meaning, 
language is a very important variable to consider in 
determining what type of response the expression of 
meaning or stimulus will elicit •. 
Adhering to the Rules of Language 
The language of the underground press, not unlike any 
othe:r; language, must operate with a set of ''rules," and 
those who use the language must adjust themselves to these 
rules. The importance of such rules lies in the concept 
of language as a game -- those who don't know the rules 
simply can't play. In more scholarly terms, the rules 
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of language determine how effective the organism-stimulus 
relationship will be and, naturally, the success of the 
entire communication process. 
If a person to whom a communica·tion is addressed 
is not conversant with the rules of the language 
in question, he will mis~ the meaning o.f the 
communication; his response will be "inadequate" 
in terms of the rules of the language as standards 
of meaning. But it may also happen the author of 
the communication violates a rule of the language. 
In this case the communication itself will be 
meaningless; it will not lend itself to inter-
pretation in a certain language.5 
J. J. Aranguren has categorized these rules as 
follows:: (1) the rules of semantics, (2) the rules of 
syntactics, and (3) the rules of pragmatics. The rules 
of semantics, explains Aranguren, control the substitution 
of one symbol by another; the rules of syntactics control 
the relation between these symbols; and, most fundamental 
of all, the rules of pragmatics control the relation 
between symbols and their users.6 
Ogden and Richards expand on the rules of semantics 
in their Six Canons of Symbolism: 
Canon of Singularity:: One symbol stands for one 
and only one referent. 
Canon of Definition: Symbols which can be sub-
stituted one for another symbolize the same ref-
erent. 
Canon of Expansion:: The referent of a contracted 
symbol is the referent of that symbol expanded. 
Canon of Actuality: A symbol refers to what is 
actually used to refer to; not necessarily to 
what it ought in good usage, or is intended by 
an interpreter, or is intended by the user to 
refer to. 
Canon of Compatibility: No complex symbol may 
contain constituent symbols which claim the 
same "place." 
Canon of Individuality:· All possible referents 
together form an order, such that every referent 
has one place only in that order.7 
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The rules of language -- in particular, the semantical 
and syntactical rules -- s!Q. not regulate language behavior 
but actually create it. To distinguish these from regula-
tive rules, John Searle calls them "constitutive rules."8 
In order for there to be some consistency in the 
linguistic behavior of those persons who use a specific 
language, the rules of that language must be in common to 
both the writer and the reader. 
A number of communication scholars have emphasized 
the importance of "shared meaning."9 Equally important, 
of course, is the concept of shared rules, where the 
writer's and the reader's perception of the rules of their 
language are at least somewhat similar. If the language 
of the writer and the language of the reader were not 
being governed by the same set of rules, there would be 
no way to anticipate how the reader would interpret the 
writer's message. 
The ability to prope+lY encode a message is largely 
dependent on the writer's awareness or knowledge of the 
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reader's limitations as a decoder. It is, therefore, the 
writer's responsibility to be certain that his/her message 
will be dec:i,.phered in such a way as to assure that the 
message sent has some resemblance to the message received. 
Obviously, the success of a language depends on 
people acting in accordance to its rules; but that's not 
to say that those who use the language are conscious of 
these rules or are able to formulate them. 
Some Dysfunctions of Language Behavior 
Even if there existed a culture or sub-culture whose 
constituents rigidly adhered to the rules of their lan-
guage, there would still be many ways by which language 
behavior could become detrimental to the communication 
process. 
Wendell Johnson discusses some of these dysfunctions; 
he refers to them as "maladjustments." Johnson discusses 
three forms of language rigidity, each of which seems es-
pecially relevant to the language of the underground 
press. These maladjustments are content rigidity, formal 
rigidity, and evaluational rigidity. 
Content Rigidity 
Those people who have become obsessed with only a 
few interests,and who subsequently limit their concern to 
these topics, tend to devel:p what Johnson terms content 
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rigidity. "They tend to be too heavily absorbed in their 
own few interests to feel any genuine concern for the per-
sonal interests and points of view of other people."10 
Formal Rigidity 
The use of words over and over again or a style of 
writing which is heavily loaded with profanity or slang 
illustrates formal rigidity. This trait seems to be 
somewhat similar to Rommetveit's concept of semantic sa-
tiation, discussed in the preceding chapter. Johnson 
uses the following anecdote to illustrate formal rigidity:· 
She often occupies the place of honor in recep-
tion lines, and it is said that under these 
conditions the one response that she gives, 
like a broken record, to any and all remarks is, 
"Oh, how lovely!" The story has it that one 
of the younger and less "regular" matrons of 
the town decided one evening to test the lady's 
reputed invariability of verbal response. As 
she approached the head of the reception line 
she prepared herself for the experiment and, 
upon reaching the town's social lioness, she 
smiled sweetly and said, "Today I gave my 
husband arsenic." And she received the gra-
ciously lilting reply, "Oh, how lovely! ttT1 
Evaluational Rigidity 
Closely related to the other two forms of rigidity, 
evaluational rigidity is exhibited by persons who are, 
according to Johnson, "chronic pessimists" or "perennial 
pollyannas." Individuals who are afflicted by this lan-
guage ailment can be characterized best by their uncon-
scious projection to extraordinary degrees. "What they 
express as evaluations of reality are merely projections 
of their own sour stomachs, or their over-stimulated 
thryroids, whichever the case may be.«12 Such people 
apparently create their own sense of reality, with 
reappearing visions, semantic illusions, verbal mirages 
a world which Johnson describes as " ••• an either-orish 
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Never-Never Land of Good and Bad, of Right and Wrong, of 
Love and Revolution."13 
These dysfuncti~ns (or maladjustments) and the in-
ability to adhere to the rules of language are further 
discussed, specifically as they relate to the language 
of the underground press, in Chapter VII, page 60 of 
this thesis. 
FOOTNOTES 
1J.Lo Aranguren, Hu.man Communication (New York, 1967), 
pp. 22-24 .. 
2 CoKo Ogden and I.A. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning 
(New York, 1923), Po 2730 
3navid Ko Berlo, The Process of Communication {New 
York, 1960), Po 1750 - -
4colin Cherry, On Human Communication (Cambridge, 
1957), Po 7. 
5Paul Kechskemeti, Meaning, Communication,~ Value 
(Chicago, 1952), p. 78. 
6Aranguren, p. 32. 
7ogden and Richards, pp. 92-106. 
8Wilbur Schramm and Donald F. Roberts, eds., The 
Process~ Effects of Mass Communication (Urbana, 1971), 
Po 31 o 
9John Ro Searle, 11Human Communication Theory and the 
Philosophy of Language: Some Remarks, t, · Human Communication 
TI}eorx, ed. Frank EoXo Dance .(New York, 1967), p. 125. 
10Wendell Johnson, People In Quandaries (New York, 
1946))) Po 2540 
11 Ibid .. , Po 2560 
1 2 Ibid 01 po 260. 
1)Jbido1 Po 261 o 
38 
CHAPTER V 
METHODOLOGY: EVALUATING THE EMOTIVE 
AND COGNITIVE RESPONSE TO THE 
UNDERGROUND LANGUAGE 
Ogden and Richards have contributed much to the real-
ization that meaning exists in an indivtdual's response to 
an object, not in the object itself or in the words and 
language used to describe the object. Words and language, 
we've been told, function only as a medium for the~ 
pression of meaning. Meaning itself, of course, cannot 
utilize language as a vehicle for transmission since 
meaning is not an entity which can be transported -- it 
is simply a personal response to another's expression of 
meaning. 
Ideally, an individual's response to an expression of 
meaning should be identical to the response of the indi-
vidual who initiated the communication. Similarly, an 
individual's response to a word should be identical to 
his/her response to the object to which the word refers. 
The message sent should be the message received; words 
and language should refl ect . not di-stort, ..real.ity. Ogden 
and Richards warn there ·should be no rivalry between 
"real" and "verbal" definitions.1 
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Unfortunately, the human communication process 
rarely operates "ideally." One researcher notes that 
scientists have come to regard the human link in the 
communication system in much the same way they regard 
random noise: "Both are unfortunate disturbances in an 
otherwise well-behaved system."2 
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The interpretation or decoding of a language depends 
largely on the experiences -- past and present -- of those 
who use the language. Since no two people have had 
exactly the same experiences, it is virtually impossible 
to insure a uniform response to words and, in general, 
language. A cautiously constructed language, however, 
will take this into consideration, so to reduce word-
object variation or discrepancy. 
The ability to frame definitions and to design a lan-
guage comes for most people only with practice, and cer-
tainly the prerequisite for such a task would be at least 
some knowledge of communication theory. Perhaps those 
who have designed the underground language have not had 
"adequate" practice or may have ignored or been unaware 
of the many principles which govern the human communica-
tion process. 
In an attempt to determine.whether the words of the 
underground language promote or hamper the communication 
process, this thesis will explore 20 individual responses 
to six frequently used word-concepts. 
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Measuring Meaning 
The measurement of meaning is no easy task, for the 
researcher must first come to grips with the "meaning" of 
meaning. In their classic work, Ogden and Richards con-
structed what they called a "representative list" of 
definitions of meaning. It included 16 categories and 22 
definitions.3 For purposes .here, meaning is defined and 
will be measured as (1) the emotive response to words, 
and (2) the cognitive response to words. The emotive 
dimension, as pescribed by Aranguren, is expressive; the 
cognitive dimension is descriptive.4 
Of primary concern here is to determine-whether such 
words as FREAK, REVOLUTIONARY, STRAIGHT, ESTABLISHMENT, 
INSTITUTION, and IIv.LPEhIALISM -- all specifically chosen 
for their frequency of use and apparent ambiguity -- al-
low for a uniform response from among members of the 
underground press. 
The term "meaning" is defined as "response;" that is, 
if two or more people have a similar response to a par-
ticular word,' it is said they have a similar meaning of 
the word. To quantitatively examine "meaning," subj·ects' 
responses are measured in terms of their emotive and 
cognitive dimensions. 'The emotive responses are measured 
by means of rating the intensity and direction of the 
subjects' attitudes and beliefs toward the above mentioned 
six word-concepts·. The cognitive responses are measured 
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by administering agreement indices, the results of which :;; 
should indicate the extent to which the subject's per-
ception of word usage is in agreement. 
Formally stated, the problem is: To what extent do 
members of the underground press agree on the use and 
meaning of six frequently used word-concepts? 
It is believed there exists a damaging difference 
among underground press workers' "meaning" of words, 
specifically those words-which are frequently used as 
labels or vague concepts.5 Two hypotheses are proposed: 
(1) There will be a significant difference among sub-
jects' emotive responses to the six word-concepts, and 
(2) There will be a significant difference among sub-
.jects' cognitive responses to the si~ word-concepts. 
A modification of Charles Osgood's Semantic Differen-
tial is used to test the first hypothesis; the second 
hypothesis is te·sted by administering Wendell Johnson's 
Extensional and Intensional Agreement Indices. 
Osgood's Semantic Differential 
The Semantic Differential is administered by design-
ing a seven-point scale, using a pair of polar adjectives 
with each scale. Osgood has determined that certain· 
polar adjectives indicate different factors or dimensions, 
specifically, ( 1) evall.lative, (2) activity, and (3) 
potency.5 The direction and intensity of these dimensions 
are revealed by the individual's score on a particular 
scale. 
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The Semantic Differential provides for a type of 
"linguistic encoding" and,for purposes of this study, a 
modified version will enable us to evaluate the emotive 
response or reaction in form of the subjects' attitude 
and belief.6 
Fishbein's Attitude-Belief Scales 
Fishbein's Attitude-Belief Scales, which were de-
veloped in 1962, are essentially an application of 
Osgood's Semantic Differential, except that Fishbein was 
only interested in two dimensions (attitude and belief) 
as opposed to Osgood's three (evaluative, activity, and 
potency). 
Recognizing attitude as an evaluative dimension, 
Fishbein attempted to discover which adjectives (scales) 
were reliable indicators of belief. Based on a systematic 
study of 22 pairs of polar adjectives, Fishbein was able 
to design a method for measuring the direction and in-
tensity of belief.? Osgood, incidentally, had noted 
previously the Semantic Differential's ability to measure 
attitude: 
Direction of attitude, favorable or unfavorable, 
is simply indicated by.the selection of polar 
terms by the subject; if the score falls more 
toward the favorable poles, then the attitude is 
taken as favorable, and vice versa. A score that 
falls at the origin, defined by "4" on the scales, 
is taken as an index of neutrality of attitude. 
Intensity of attitude is indexed by how far out 
along the evaluative dimension from the origin 
the score lies, 8i.e,, the polarization of the 
attitude score. 
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The Attitude-Belief Scales (Figure 1, page 45) con-
sist of 10 scales, five of which measure attitude and five 
of which measure belief. Other scales are filler items, 
which serve to disguise somewhat the purpose of the in-
strument. Those scales which measure attitude are marked 
with an! in the left hand column; those measuring belief 
are marked with a]. The numbers 1 through 7 indicate 
the direction of the scales. None of these markings, of 
course, was present when the scales were administered to 
the subjects. 
Belief is defined here as the probability dimension 
of the concept: Is its existence probable or improbable? 
Attitude is defined as the evaluative dimension: Is it 
good or bad ?9 . 
Johnson's Extensional and Intensional 
Agreement Indices 
Both the Extensional Agreement Index and the Inten-
sional Agreement Index provide us with the subjects' 
cognitive or descriptive. response to the words of their 
language. Unlike Fishbein's Attitude~Belief Scales, 
Johnson's indices do not measure intensity and direction 
of a response; rather, the){, indicate the "usefulness" of 
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: : : : : : intuitive ---~~--
_l__:_2_:--1_:J:__:_L_:_§__:_]__ beneficial 
__7__:.....Q__:-2__:_A__:_i.__:_g__:_J__ foolish 
_J_: i_: _J__: .Jt_: _j__: _6_: _J__ clean 
: : : : : : unsuccessful ---~--_,.....-- . 
...J.__:_g__:_J__:.Jt.._:....2__:...§__:_]__ possible 
: : : : : : ignorant -------
: : : : : : kind ----.....------
: : : : : : awkward -----~----
: : : : : : impotent ----------
_L_:__g__:--2_:.Jt.._:....i__:...§__:_]__ true 
: : : : : : passive --~-----
__7__:--2-_.:__2__:_lt._:_i.__:__g_:_j__ nonexistent 
A bad _J___:_g__:--2_:.Jt.._:__i__:.....§__:...1__ good 
B probable _]_:_Q__:_j__:.Jt.._:-1._:__L_:_. 1_ improbable. 
skeptical ~=~=~=~=~=______;=~ believing 
B unlikely _j__:_£_,.:-1._:.Jt.._:_j__:_Q.__:_J__ likely 
honest : : : : : : dishonest -~-~---
A sick 
strong _:_:_:_: _ __.,._:_:_ weak 
Figure 1. Fishbein's Attitude-Belief Scales, a Modification 
of the Semantic Differential 
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a particular word in terms of its anticipated application 
and usage. 
The Extensional Agreement Index concerns itself with 
word-fact relating, It is administered by asking a per-
son to define a given term exiensionally; that is, by 
pointing to or otherwise indicating the actual object to 
which the term refers. In this study, there are six 
such objects: (1) Jerry Rubin, (2) Richard Nixon, 
(3) Angela Davis, (4) Philip Berrigan, (5) John 
Sinclair, and (6) Daniel Ellsberg. The three of the 
six word-concepts used with this index are: (1) FREAK, 
(2) REVOLUTIONARY, and (3) STRAIGHT. 
The index basically expresses the degree of agree-
ment among the subjects in defining a term extensionally. 
"This: index shows how well people agree in enumerating a 
certain thing as a member of the class of things sym-
bolized by the word."10 
The Intensional Agreement Index is administered by 
asking subjects to give their verbal equivalents of a 
word. 11 In this study, subjects are asked to list the 
~~appropriate synonyms for each of the following 
three word-concepts: (1) INSTITUTION, (2) ESTABLISH-
MENT, and (3) IMPERIALISM. This index expresses agree-
ment among the subjects in defining a t.. ord intensionally. 
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The Word-Concept Variable 
The six word-concepts chosen for this study --
Frl~AK, rt~VOLUTIONARY, STRAIGHT, ESTABLISHJvIENT, INSTITU~ 
TION, and DvlPERIALISM -- are not necessarily represen-
tative of the language of the underground press and they 
should by no means be considered "typical." The 
selection was not based on a quantitative content 
analysis; however, an extensive review of the underground 
press was conducted in addition to an elaborate review 
of the literature written on the subject. 
The word-concepts chosen, perhaps, represent the 
extremes in the underground language. They were specifi-
cally chosen for their ambiguity, vagueness and abstract-
ness when used singly or without proper identification 
or qualification. The selection, however, was also 
based on their frequency of use: the six word-concepts 
used in this study appear very frequently and often not 
in conjunction with an explicit qualifier, that is, a 
word or phrase which would indicate clearly which in-
stitution or what freak. 
0e Sample 
The subjects used in this study do not represent a 
random sample of workers in the underground press. The 
obtained results, therefore, do not assume any degree of 
generalizability beyond the subjects tested. 
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A total of seven underground newspapers in Texas, 
Oklahoma, Kansas and Missouri participated in this study 
in addition to three underground news services -- two in 
New York and one in California. 
Underground newspapers are defined here as any 
publication belonging to the Underground Press Syndicate 
and subscribing to Liberation News Service, although 
certain papers which met this requirement were not used 
because it was believed they might contain words which 
were peculiar to a particular interest group or polit-
ical philosophy, etc. House organs, for example, such 
as the Young Socialists' publication,were avoided. 
Papers representing special interest groups, such as 
ecology, the GI movement, etc. were also avoided. Mem-
bership in UPS and LNS was deemed a necessary require-
ment for two reasons: (1) both organizations would be 
part of the sample and since they were the two largest 
underground organizations, their inclusion as part of the 
sample would provide for a comparison between their 
workers and their members' workers; (2) such a require-
ment eliminated the possibility of having to consider 
all unconventional papers as potential subjects. 
Geographically, the sample was somewhat arbitrarily 
selected: the mid and Southwest were convenient and did 
not necessarily offer a representative sample of the 
underground press. 
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The following newspapers participated in the study: 
Hooka (Dallas, Texas), Ic9noclast (Dallas, Texas), Rag 
(Austin, Texas), A~dromeda (Stillwater, Oklahoma), Vortex 
(Lawrence, Kansas), Westport Trucker (Kansas City, 
Missouri), Issue (Columbia, Missouri), and the following 
news organizations: Liberation News Service (New York, 
New York), Underground Press Syndicate (New York, New 
York), Amerikan Press Syndicate (Beverly Hills, Cal-
ifornia). 
Two of the papers were no longer publishing, al-
though they were still listed by both UPS and LNS and it 
was, fortunately, possible to locate members of their 
respective staffs. Two subjects from each paper/orga-
nization were interviewed personally, except for the 
Amerikan Press Syndicate and one subject from the 
Westport Trucker, whose questionnaires were handled 
through the mail. 
Directions and Procedures 
Subjects were not given any verbal directions, tut 
were told to ask questions if the questionnaire proved 
confusing. For the Attitude-Belief Scales, the written 
directions e;{plained: 11 The purpose of this study is to 
measure the meanings of certain persons or things to 
various people by having them judge them against a 
series of descriptive scales." Subjects were asked to 
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make their jud~ents on the basis of what the word-
concepts meant to them. Each word-cQncept was listed on 
a separate page and beneath it a set of 15 scales. Each 
subject was asked to rate the concept on each scale. 
(See Appendix D for a sample ,questionnaire) 
The Intensional Agreement Index was administered by 
asking subjects to indicate "the two most appropriate 
synonyms for each of the three listed word-concepts 
(ESTABLISHMENT, INSTITUTION, arid IMPERIALISM). The word 
"mighty" was used as an example, for which the two most 
appropriate synonyms might be "strong" and "powerful." 
For the Extensional Agreement Index, subjects were 
told: "For each of the following personalities, please 
indicate which is the most appropriate label." The 
labels (FREAK, REVOLUTIONARY, and STRAIGHT) were to be 
chosen for Jerry Rubin, Richard· Nixon, Angela Davis, 
Philip Berrigan, John Sinclair and Daniel Ellsberg. 
Subjects were also asked questions concerning their 
age, sex, education, the number of years of work with 
the underground press, and the amount of formal training 
in journalism. 
FOOTNOTES 
1c.K. Ogden and I.A. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning 
(New York, 1923), p. 110. · 
2Lee Thayer, Communication Theory and Research (Spring-
fielq, 1967), p. 34. 
3ogden and Richards, p. 1$6. 
4J.L. Aranguren, Human Communication (New York, 1967), 
p. 67. 
5charles E. Osgood et. al., The Measurement of Mean-
ing (Urbana, 1957), p. 16. 
6Ibid., p. 18. 
7Martin Fishbein and Bertram H. Raven, "The AB Scales," 
Human Relations, Vol. 15 (1962), pp. 35-44. 
8 Osgood, p. 192. 
9Fishbein and Raven, p. 42. 
10aeorge A. Miller, Language and Communication (New 
York, 1951), p. 113. 
11 wendell Johnson, People In Quandries (New York, 




Although the subjects used in this study were not 
randomly selected-, the sample did consist of a rather di-
verse population. The subjects ranged from a 17-year-old 
high school junior in Missouri to a 31-year-old doctoral 
candidate at the University of Texas in Austin. The aver-
age was 25.25; 70 percent of the sample was male; hwlf the 
subjects had been graduated f_'rom college; the average num-
ber of years of experience with the underground press was 
2.11; only four subjects had had formal training in 
journalism. 
The following tables in this chapter contain the 
demographic data for each of the 20 subjects: age, sex, 
education, number of years of work with the underground 
press, and formal training in journalism. 
There is no hypothetical premise used here to predict 
any causal relationship between the above variables and 
the subjects' attitude and belief scores ·or the subjects' 
input into the agreement indices. Tather, it is believed 
the above data will be useful in interpreting the results 
of Fishbein's scales and-Johnson's indices. 
In the tables, figures and chapters that follow, 
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subjects will be referred to by a letter-number combi-
nation. This ''code" is deciphered in Table II, page 54. 
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TABLE II 
SUBJECTS' LETTER-NUMBER CODE 
Code Subject 
1 Westport Trucker 
A 













1 The ·Issue 
F 




1 Amerikan Press Syndicate 
x 
2 Amerikan Press Syndicate 
1 Underground Press Syndicate 
y 
2 Underground Press Syndicate 
1 Liberation News Service 
z 
2 Liberation News Service 
TABLE III 
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FINDINGS: EMOTIVE RESPONSES 
In this chapter the results of Fishbein's Attitude-
Belief Scales are examined. Fishbein's modification of 
Osgood's Semantic Differential, as mentioned earlier, is 
used in this study to measure the subjects' emotive re-
sponse to the six word-concepts. 
In discussing these results, it will be useful to 
explore not only the different attitudes and beliefs to-
ward the six word-concepts, but also the difference and 
similarity among subjects, so that we may develop some 
understanding as to why such attitudes and beliefs exist • 
• 
Mean Attitude and Belief Scores 
The subjects' mean attitude scores for each of the 
six word-concepts (Table VIII, page 61) represent the 
average of the five scale ratings used to measure atti-
tude (see Fishbein's Attitude-Belief Scales on page 45). 
The subject~' mean belief scores (Table IX, page 62)·were 
derived in a similar manner. 
These mean scores indicate both the direction and 
intensity of the subjects' attitude and belief toward 




MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES 
Revolu .. Ins ti .. Es tab- Imper-
Freak tionary Straight tut ion lishment ialism 
1 4.8 4.0 4.8 4.2 J.4 1.8 
A 
2 4.6 3.6 3.8 3.4 3.4 3.2 
1 J.4 4.2 4.0 3.6 3.6 2.6 
B 
2 4.6 4.g 4.4 3.4 3.4 2.2 
1 4.6 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.s 2.8 
c 
2 6.0 6.6 4.8 5.4 3.8 1.2 
1 4.2 · 3 .4 3.6 3.6 3.2 3.0 
D 
2 5.4 5.4 4.2 3.8 2.2 1.6 
1 4.2 · 4.0 3.6 4.0 1.6 J.4 
E 
2 6.o 5.2 3.8 2.6 3.2 3.8 
1 4.s 5.B 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.2 
F 
2 3.4 4.8 3.4 3.2 2.8 2.0 
1 5.4 6.4 4.0 2.4 1 .6 2.4 
G 
2 6.o 6.o 4.4 4.0 2.4 1.0 
1 4.2 3.8 4.0 3.8 3.4 2.8 
x 
2 5.2 4.6 4.2 3.4 3.0 2.8 
1 4.8 6.o 2.4 1 .s 1.6 1.4 
y 
2 5.6 4.0 J.6 4.4 J.8 J.S 
1 4.6 6.o J.6 2.6 2.4 1.8 
z 

































MEAN BELIEF SCOR~S 
Revolu- Insti-
tionary Straight tut ion 
4.6 J.6 5.4 
J.8 J.8 J.8 
4.0 4.0 4.0 
5.4 4.4 5.2 
4.2 4.0 4.0 
6.2 6.6 6.o 
3.4 4.0 4.4 
6.4 6.2 6.o 
4.0 3.8 4.0 
6.4 5.8 5.8 
5.0 4.0 4.0 
5.6 J.2 3.4 
7.0 4.2 2.0 
6.0 4.8 4.0 
3.6 3.8 J.8 
4.4 5.8 5.6 
5.6 5.2 5.2 
4.6 J.8 J.2 
5.8 4.6 5.2 

























INSTITUTION, ESTABLISHVJ.ENT, and IMPERIALISM). For the 
mean attitude scores in Table VII, page 61, the direction 
of a response is determined by whether the mean score is 
greater or less than 4.0: a higher score represents a 
"favorable" response; a score: of less.· than 4 .o represents 
an "unfavorable" response. 1 A 4.0 score indicates neu-
trality; the subject's response is without intensity and 
direction as measured by this particular instrument. 
The intensity of a response is somewhat arbitrarily 
measured -- generally the more . extreme the ·score, the 
more intense the response is said to be. A score of 
I 
7.0, for example, would be extremely (or very} favor-
able. Conversely, a score of 1.0 would be interpreted 
as extremely "unfavorable." A score of 5.0 may be said 
to be "somewhat favorable," while a 6.0 score may be 
explained simply as "favorable." Different adverbs may 
be used, depending on the desired gradations of inten-
sity. 
The mean belief scores in Table IX, page 62, are 
interpreted in much the same way, except that belief is 
not defined in terms of "favorable"· or "unfavorable." 
Fishbein's scales measure belief as the "probability" 
dimension. A score above 4.0 indicates probability of 
existence is not probable. Again, the intensity of the 
response is determined. by how far from neutrality ( 4. 0) 
the score falls. 
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In an attempt to illustrate or display the subjects' 
aggregate emotive response to the six-word-concepts, a 
semantic profile graph is constructed. In Figure 2, 
page 65, such a graph shows the relationship between the 
word-concepts in what is refe.r:ced to as "semantic 
space."2 The ordinate represents the attitude dimension; 
the abscissa represents the belief dimension. 
Osgood explains that in interpreting words that have 
been "defined" by their position in semantic space, the 
word's meaning can be represented by a vector from the 
origin out to where the.word lies. The length of the 
vector, Osgood says, would index the "meaningfulness" of 
the word, and the direction of the vector would index 
the "semantic quality" of the word. Moreover, the dis-
tance between the end points of any two vectors in this 
semantic space will index the "meaningful similarity" of 
the words.3 
In applying Osgood's interpretation to the graph in 
Figure 2, page 65, three clusters of words appear to be 
evident: (1) FREAK, REVOLUTIONARY; (2) STRAIGHT, IN-
STITUTION; and (3) ESTABLISHMENT, IMPERIALISM. The 
words in each of these three clusters seem to have the 
least amount of semantic space between them. It may be 
said, therefore, that the two words in each cluster have 
more meaning similarity among themselves than with any 









Coordinates: (Attitude, Belief) 
a= Freak (4.S5, 4.95); b = Revolutionary (4.94, 5.36)· 
c = Straight (3.96, 4.46); d = Institution (3.54, 4.4aj; 
e = Establishment (2.90, 4.40); f = Imperialism (2.42, 
4. 91 ) . 
Figure 2. Semantic Profile Graph, Showing the Positions 
of the Six Word-Concepts 
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however, that semantic quality and meaningfulness is 
measured in this study by only two dimensions (attitude 
and belief) as opposed to the three dimensions (eval-
uative, potency and activity) used by Osgood. 
Similarity Among Subjects 
In examining the 1,200 attitude and belief scores 
(see Appendix A) obtained by administering Fishbein's 
Attitude-Belief Scales, it is important to identify 
those subjects who tend to have similar scores. By so 
doing, this study might.answer not only the question of 
whether subjects have similar or different responses to 
the six word-concepts, but the more important question 
of why. 
The purpose here, therefore, is to quantitatively 
determine which subjects group together and, further, to 
label the factors to which the commonality may be attri~ 
buted. McQuitty's suggested procedure of linkage anal-
ysis (a form of factor analysis) is used to obtain such 
information.4 The method consists of isolating clusters 
of subjects -- which McQuitty refers to as "prototypes" 
by identifying the attitude.and belief scores most 
highly related. McQuitty's linkage analysis is used 
independently for both the attitude and belief scores 
so that the obtained correlations and analysis will 
reveal which subjects have similar beliefs and which 
subjects ha\e similar attitudes. 
Table X and Table XI, pages 68-71, list the cor-
rel~tion coefficients of each subject with each of the 
other 19 subjects. The correlation coefficients in 
Table X, pages 68 and 69, express the degree of sim-
ilarity among the subjects' attitude scores; the cor-
relations in Table XI, pages 70 and 71; refer to the 
subjects' belief scores.5 
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Following the procedure outlined by McQuitty, four 
clusters or prototypes were located in Table X, pages 
68 and 69, each consisti"ng of subjects whose attitude 
scores were most highly re.lated. The same procedure 
revealed five prototypes in Table XI, pages 70 and 71, 
each consisting of subjects whose belief scores were 
most highly related. 
The four attitude clusters are Prototype I -- sub-
jects Z1, Z2, G1, B1, Y1, Y2, F1, C1; Prototype II 
subjects E1, G2, C2, .F2, B2, D2, X2; Prototype III 
subjects D1, A1, X1; and Prototype IV -- subjects A2, 
E2. The five belief clusters are Prototype I -- sub-
jects B2, D2, E2, X2, Y1, Z1, Z2; Prototype II -- sub-
jects C2, F2, 01, 02; Prototype III -- subjects A1, A2, 
D1, X1; Prototype IV -- subjects C1, E1; and Proto-
type V -- subjects B1, F1, Y2. Figures 3 through 11, 
pages 72-77, show the constituents of each prototype, 
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Figure 5. Prototype III (Attitude) Cluster 
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Figure 6. Prototype IV (Attitude) Cluster 
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Figure 7. Prototype I (Belief) Cluster 
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Figure 10. Prototype IV (Belief) Cluster 
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Figure 11. Prototype V (Belief) Cluster 
with, and the correlation coefficient which represents 
the extent of the relationship. 
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A separate correlation matrix is constructed for 
each of the nine prototype~, as.shown in Tables XII 
through XX, pages 79-8/+. The correlations in each col-
umn are added and, according to McQuitty's linkage 
analysis process, the largest total indicates the sub-
ject most representative of that particular prototype. 
That is, the column with the largest sum is said to 
have the most correlation with all other variables in 
that prototype. 
Table XII, page 79, for example, indicates that 
subject Z2 is most representative of Prototype I (atti-
tude) subje~ts. In Table XXI, page 85, each of the 
nine prototypes are listed alongside the ·subject most 
representative of that cl~ste;r. 
·,· 
Tables XXII and XXIII, pages 86 and 87, show the 
correlation of ~ach subject with the representative 
subjects of each prototype. Table XXII, page 86, shows 
the correlation of .each subject with the subjects ident.;.. : . 
ified as representing each of the attitude prototypes; 
Table XXIII, page 87, shows the correlation of each 
subject with the subjects identified as representing 
each of the belief prototypes. ·Actually, both tables 
are minus one representative: .Table XXII, page 86, has 
























OF PROTOTYPE I 
(ATTITUDE) 
Gl Bl n· 
.S42 .544 .750 
.S53 .563 .Sl9 
.sos .751 
.sos .417 
.819 · .751 .417 
.489 • .33 5 .046 .243 
.564 .614 .304 .712 
.315 .315 .093 .333 
Y2 Fl Cl 
.424 .597 .334 
.489 .564 .315 
.335 .614 .315 
.046 .304 .093 























OF PROTOTYPE II 
(ATTITUDE) 
G2 C2 F2 




.794 .697 .660 
.855 .779 .696 
























































OF PROTOTYPE I 
(BELIEF) 
D2 E2 X2 
.429 .576 .307 
.794 .603 
.794 .466 
.603 .• 466 
.505 .518 .463 
.688 .600 .637 
.531 .371 .429 
3.550 3.325 2.905 
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Yl Zl Z2 
.519 .401 .303 
.505 .688 .531 
.518 .600 .371 
.463 .637 .429 
•. 569 .458 
.569 .656 
.458 .656 













. OF PROTOTYPE II 
(BELIEF) 









1.147 1.096 1.499 1.870 
TABLE XVIII 
INTERCORRELATIONS 
OF PROTOTYPE III 
(BELIEF) 








































SUBJECTS MOST REPRESENTATIVE 
OF THE NINE PROTOTYPES 
Prototype Subject 
Prototype I (attitude) Z2 
Prototype II (attitude) G2 
Prototype III (attitude) Al 
Prototype IV (attitude) A2, E2 
Prototype I (belief) Zl 
Prototype II (belief) G2 
Prototype III (belief) Xl 
Prototype IV (belief) ( Cl, El 











CORRELArioN OF SUBJECTS WITH REPRESEN-
TATIVE OF EACH ATTITUDE PROTOTYPE 
Z2 G2 A1 
1 .464 ;~ 1.000 
2 .339 · .418 .417 
1 ~ .371 .293 
2 .545 ~ .418 
1 .315 ·~ .488 
2 .616 .863 .600 
1 .471 .580 ~ 
2 .8l2. .:.ill .542 
1 .262 &S!. · .312 
2 ~ .427 .302 
1 .564 .650 .282 
2 .652 ~ .534 
1 .&a .675 .424 
2 · ·~687 1.000 .574 
1 .529 .440 .703 
. 2 .614 .525 .461 
1 .819 .657 .269 
y 
2 .J&2 .229 .137 
1 
z 
.Jr/1_ .715 .400 

































CORRELATION OF SUBJECTS WITH REPRESEN-
TATIVE OF EACH BELIEF PROTOTYPE 
Zl G2 Xl 
.182 .291 ~ 
.266 .• 194 .710 
.022 .024 .255 
.401 - .177 .373 
-.063 .172 .113 
.532 ~ .219 
.094 -.064 .414 
.688 .57g .441 -
.228 .204 .380 
.600 .331 .432 
.322 .155 .ooo 
.287 .!ill .082 
.379 ~ .316 
.489 1.000 .323 
.301 .!.ill 1.000 
~ .226 .394 
~ .380 .368 
.256 .289 .136 
1.000 .J&2. .301 























XXIII, page 87, has only four, rather than five. The 
reason for this is that Prototype IV (attitude) and 
Prototype IV (belief) each consist of only two subjects 
and, therefore, it was impossible to select one rep-
resentative subject. The correlations between the . . 
omitted prototypes and the othe4 subjects, however, 
can be located in Tables X and XI, pages 69 and 70. 
Similarity Among Prototypes 
Although McQuitty's linkage analysis provides for 
a way to identify those subjects who have similar atti-
tude and belief scores, the procedure does not indicate 
the similarity among the various clusters or prototypes. 
Four attitude prototypes and five belief prototypes 
have been identified; but such identification says very 
little about any variance that may exist between the 
prototypes. To discover the pre~ence of this variance, 
both the attitude and belief proto~ypes are subjected 
to a Two-Way Analysis of Variance. Figure 12, page 89, 
shows the paradigm used in the analysis of the four 
attitude prototypes; Figure 13, page 90, shows the 
paradigm used in the analysis of the five belief pro-
totypes. Each cell in the two paradigms contains the 
mean score of the subjects who comprise the particular 
prototype. 
The results of the Two-Way Analysis of Variance 
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Revolu- Ins ti- Es tab- Imper-
Freak tionary Straight tution lishment ialism 
Proto-
type I 4.go 5.33 3.7g 3.25 2.7g 2.45 
Proto-
type II 4.97 5.17 4.14 J.86 2 .83 1.77 
Proto-
type III 4.40 3 .73 4.13 J.87 3.33 2.53 
Proto-
type IV 5.30 4.40 3.80 3.00 3.30 3.50 
Figure 12. Paradigm Used in the Two-Way Analysis of Vari-
ance, Including the Mean Attitude Scores of 
the Four Prototypes Identified by Clustering 
Those Subjects Whose Scores Were Most Highly 
Related 
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Revolu- Ins ti- Es tab- Imper-
Freak tionary Straight tution lishment ialism 
Proto-
type I 5.14 5.69 5.09 5~37 5.31 5.80 
Proto-
type II 5.50 6.20 4.70 3.85 3.75 4.80 
Proto-
type III 4.go 3.85 3.80 4.35 3.75 4.35 
Proto-
type IV 4.50 4.10 3.90 4.00 4.00 3.70 
Proto-
type V 4.27 4.53 3.93 3 .73 4.27 4.53 
Figure 13. Paradigm Used in the Two-Way Analysis of Vari-
ance, Including the Mean Belief Scores of the 
Five Prototypes Identified by Clustering Those 
Subjects Whose Belief Scores Were Most Highly 
Related 
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are shown in Tables XXIV and XXV, page ,92. 
The F-ratios in Table XXIV, page 92, show there was 
no significant difference between the four attitude pro-
totypes, but there did exist a significant difference 
between the six word-concept.s. These results indicate 
that there was no -significant difference between the 
way the four attitude prototypes responded to the six 
word-concepts (response is measured here in terms of 
attitude). The analysis of variance did, however, 
reveal a significant difference between the word-con-
cepts. That is, .for the four attitude prototypes, the 
six word-concepts provoked significantly different re-
sponses. The difference between the attitude scores 
for the six word-concepts was significant at the .01 
level, indicating that in terms of statistical prob-
ability, a difference as large as that observed would 
occur by chance less t.han 1 time in 100. 
The results shown in·Table XXV, page 92, show that 
there was no significant difference betwee~ the six 
word-concepts, indicating that for the five belief pro-
totypes, the six word-concepts 5!!s!. Jl2:t.. elicit signif-
icantly different responses. However, there did exist 
a significant difference between the five belief pro-
totypes. This difference indicates that there is 
significant variance between the belief scores of the 
five belief prototypes. 
TABLE XXIV 







df SS ms F p 
.15 .05 .17 n.s. 
5 16.27 J.25 11.21 .01 
15 4.39 .29 
. 23 20.a1 
TABLE XXV 











ss ms F P 
7.94 1.99 9.05 .01 




The results of Fishbein's Attitude-Belief Scales 
are further discussed in Chapters IX and x. 
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FOOTNOTES 
1 . Categorizing the attitude responses as "favorable" or 
"unfavorable" is not an attempted value judgment. "Favor-
able" does not indicate a good attitude; "unfavorable" does 
not indicate a bad attitude. These terms simply refer to 
the subjects' responses to the six word-concepts. 
2Harold J. Vetter, Langua~e Behavior and Communication 
(Itasca, Illinois, 1969), p. 8. · 
)Charles E. Osgood, "An Exploration Into Semantic 
Space," The Science of Human Communication, ed. Wilbur 
Schranun Tirew York, 1~3), p. 29. 
41. McQuitty, "Elementary Linkage Analysis for Isola-
ting Orthogonal and Oblique Types and Typal Relevancies," 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, Vol. XVII (1957), 
pp. 207-229. 
5subjects in Taples X and XI are numbered consecu-
tively; they are not identified by the letter-number code 
described in Table II. However, the subjects are listed in 
the same order. 
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CHAPTER VIII 
F~NDINGS: COGNITIVE RESPONSE 
Extensional Agreement 
The Extensional Agreement Index is designed to express 
agreement among~ persons in relating or applying a word 
as a label to actualities. The index may range from o.o 
to 1.0, the former indicating no agreement and the latter 
representing maximum possibl.e agreement. The basic formula 
used in computing the index is x/y, in which~ represents 
the number of obtain~d agreements and z represents the 
maximum number of agreements. 
Johnson suggests that when computing the Extensional 
Agreement Index, the researcher may assume that " ••• both 
the application of a label and the refusal to apply it may 
involve agreement."1 Since computations here are based on 
such reasoning, it is worth noting that the resulting in-
dices may be considerably higher than if Johnson's sug-
gestion was ignored. 
The Extensional Agreement Index is used to measure the 
subjects' cognitive responses to only three of the six word-
concepts. Only the three word-concepts used frequently as 
"labels" (FREAK, REVOLUTIONARY, and STRAIGHT) are evaluated 
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by this inde~. The remaining three word-concepts, it is 
believed, would be more appropriately examined by the In-
tensional Agreement Index. 
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In the equation used to compute the Extensional Agree-
ment Index for each of the three word-concepts (Figure 14), 
n equals the number of total subjects,~ indicates those 
who use the label and~ refers to those who do not use the 
label. The number of agreements among those who use the 
label is represented by (x~1),5x and the number of agree-
ments among those who do not use the label is represented 
by (n-x-1 ).5(n-x). Maximum number of agreements is {n-~n. 
(n-x-1 )(n-x).5-(x-1 )x.5 
EAI = (n-1)n.5 ~ 2x-n/n 
Figure 14. Equation Used to Compute the 
Extensional Agreement Index 
The results of the Extensional Agreement Index indi-
cate generally that there is 60 percent agreement as to 
which object the word-concept FREAK refers (Table XXVI, page 
97). Similar results were obtained for the word-concept 
STRAIGHT (Table XXVIII, page 99). The word-concept REVOLU-
TIONAHY, however, had a slightly higher index, nearly .62 
(Table XXVII, page 98). 
In relating certain words to certain objects, the 
indices in Tables XXVI, .XXVII and XXVIII show that, for 
TABLE XXVI 
EXTENSIONAL AGREEMENT INDEX 
FOR THE WORD-CONCEPT FREAK 
x n-x 
Rubin 9 11 
Nixon 3 17 · 
Davis 0 20 
Berrigan l 19 
Sinclair 10 10 












EXTENSIONAL AGREEMENT INDEX FOR THE 
WORD-CONCEPT REVOLUTIONARY 
·x n-x 2x-n/n 
Rubin 5 15 0.500 
Nixon 0 20 1.000 
Davis 18 2 o.eoo 
Berrigan 17 3 0.700 
Sinclair 5 15 0.500 
Ells berg g 12 0.200 
Average EA! 0.617 
TABLE XXVIII 
EXTENSIONAL AGREEMENT INDEX FOR 
THE WORD-CONCEPT STRAIGHT 
x n-x 
Rubin 6 14 
Nixon 17 3 
Davis 2 18 
Berrigan 2 18 
Sinclair 5 15 












example, there is total agreement in using the word-concept 
FHEAK to describe Angela Davis. Similarly, there is total 
agreement in defining Richard Nixon as a REVOLUTIONARY. In 
both instances, the subjects decided~ to apply the label. 
Agreement here, therefore, is measured as the number of sub-
jects who did~ use the label. 
In labeling John Sinclair a FREAK (that is, extension-
ally defining FREAK as John Sinclair), there appears to be 
absolutely no agreement among the subjects. As the results 
show, there was an even split: 10 subjects chose to label 
Sinclair a FREAK while 10 selected another label. 
In extensionally applying the three word-concepts to 
Jerry Rubin, there was only .100 agreement on whether he 
should be categorized a FREAK. There was also soma dis-
crepancy in labeling Rubin STRAIGHT or REVOLUTIONARY: there 
was only .400 agreement on using (or not using) the word-
concept STtlAIGHT, and there was .500 agreement on labeling 
him Rt!:VOLUTIONARY. In deciding which of these labels 
would be most appropriate, there was only .333 agreement. 
Intensional Agreement 
The Intensional Agreement Index is administered by 
asking the subjects to give their verbal equivalent(s) of 
a word. In this study, subjects are asked to list the two 
most appropriate synonyms for each of the following word-
concepts: INSTITUTION, ESTABLISHMENT and IMPERIALISM. 
The range of the index is similar to that of the Ex-
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tensional Agreement Index: 0.0 represents no agreement and 
1.0 indicates maximum possible agreement. The same basic 
formula, x/y, is used in computing the index. In the ex-
panded equation (Figure 15), n represents the total number 
of subjects,~ indicates the number of times a synonym was 
' 
repeated or agreed upon. 2 The equation (x-1).5x refers,io 
the total number of agreements and (n-1).Sn refers to the 
maximum possible number of agreements. 
IA! = (x-1 ).5x/(n-1}.5n 






The obtained results, shown in Table XXIX, page 102, 
show that there was only .08 agreement as to the two most 
appropriate verbal equivalents of the word-concept IMPER-
IALISM. Similar agreement was found in the intensional 
index of the word-concept INSTITUTION, For the word-con-
cept ESTABLISHMENT, however, there was less than .025 
agreement on its intensional application. 
The obtained extensional and intensional agreement 
indices are not to be quantitatively compared. The two 
indices were administered differently -- the extensional 
TABLE XXIX 
INTENSIONAL AGREEMENT INDICES FOR THE 
WORD-CONCEPTS INSTITUTION, ESTAB-
LISHMENT~AND IMPERIALISM 
Word-Concepts n x (n-1). 5n x-l.5x 
(x-1). 2x 
{n-1 J. 5n 
Institution 37 11 666 55 55/666 
Establishment 36 6 630 15 15/630 







index was administered by giving subjects a "forced choice" 
(subjects were asked to select one of three labels), while 
for the intensional index such a "choice" was not imposed. 
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FOOTNOTES 
1wendell Johnson, People In Quandries (New York, 1946), 
p. 509. 
2 . 
The various synonyms chosen by the subjects are 
listed in Appendix B. Interestingly enough, a number of 
the words were used as synonyms for two and sometimes for 




Although the obtained attitude and belief scores pro-
vided a way to compare the subjects' perceptions of the 
six word-concepts, such results also allow for an exam-
ination of the word-concepts themselves. 
Based on the sample of 20 underground press workers 
used in this study, a number of observations can be made 
concerning the nature of the responses each word-con~ept 
received. These observations include (1) the mean score 
for each of the ten scales used to measure attitude and 
belief; (2) the obtained Extensional/Intensional Agree-
ment Indices; and (3) the subjects' candid rationales 
for their responses. 
The average of the mean scores for the six word-
concepts are shown in Table XXX, page 106, indicating in 
very general terms the aggregate direction and intensity 
of the subjects' attitudes and beliefs toward each of the 
word-concepts. These same scores were used as the co-




AVERAGE MEAN ATTITUDE AND BE-







Establishment · · 2.90 










As explained in Chapter VII, page 60, these very 
generalized attitude and belief scores enable a comparison 
between the meaningful similarity of the word-concept, as 
defined by the five attitude scales and the five belief 
scales. Note the similarity, for example, between the 
word-concepts FREAK and REVOLUTIONARY -- the direction 
and intensity of the subjects' attitude and belief scores 
toward these two word-concepts suggest similar semantic 
composition. More clearly explained by Osgood, the graph 
in Figure 2, page 65, shows a comparatively short distance 
between the two word-concepts' vectors. 
The intensity of the subjects' emotive responses rep-
resents what Osgood calls the "meaningfulness" of the 
word~concepts. The scores in Table XXX, page 106, show 
that the word-concepts REVOLUTIONARY and IMPERIALISM re-
ceived the most intense responses. This is further 
supported by the length of their respective vectors in 
Figure 2, page 65. The Semantic Profile Graph also illus-
trates that a similarity in intensity is not necessarily 
reflected in the direction of a responseo Although the 
word-con~epts REVOLUTIONARY and IMPERIALISM received the 
most intense responses, the direction of the attitude 
scores was opposite. 
The results shown in Table XXX, page 106, do, however, 
reveal a similarity between the intensity of attitude and 
the intensity of belief. The three word-concepts with 
the most intense attitude scores -- FREAK, REVOLUTIONARY 
and IMPERIALISM -- are also the three word-concepts with 
the most intense mean belief scores. The attitude scores, 
it should be emphasized, do not all go in the same direc-
tion. 
In examining the word-concepts in greater detail, the 
following scale interpretations will be used: 1.0 -- very 
unfavorable/improbable (attitude/belief}; 2.0 -- unfavorable 
/improbable; 3.0 -- somewhat unfavorable/improbable; 4.0 --. 
neutral (no intensity, no direction}; 5.0 -- somewhat favor-
able/probable; 6.0 -- favorable/probable; 7.0 -- very 
favorable/probable. 
On the following pages -- in Tabl~s XXXI through XXXVI 
the mean scores are given for each of the five scales 
used to measure attitud,e and for each of the five scales 
used to measure belief. Each table is devoted to one of 
the six word-concepts. 
For those who wish further to explore the subjects' 
individual responses to the 10 scales, the raw data in 
Appendix A will be useful. The obtained individual atti:.. 
tude and belief scores in Appendix A are arranged in a 
consistent manner. In Table XXXIX, page 159, the first 
five rows represent the five attitude scales used to 
measure the subjects' evaluative response to the word-
concept FREAK. The scales are presented in the same order 
as in Figure 1, page 45. The word-concepts are listed in 
the same order as in the sample questionnaire on page 172 
TABLE XX:X:I 
FREAK: Ivl.EAN SCORES FOR THE 
FIVE ATTITUDE SCALES AND 
FIVE BELIEF SCALES 
Scale Mean Score 
Attitude 
harmful - beneficial 
wise - good 
dirty - clean 
bad - good· 
sick - healthy 
Belief 
impossible - po~sible 
false - true 
existent - nonexistent 
probable - improbable 













REVOLUTIONARY: MEAN SCORES FOR 
THE FIVE ATTITUDE SCALES 
AND FIVE BELIEF SCALES 
Scale 
Attitude 
harmful - beneficial 
wise - foolish 
dirty - clean 
bad -.good 
sick - healthy 
Belief 
impossible - ·· possible 
false - true 
existent - nonexistent 
probable - improbable 














STRAIGHT: MEAN SCORES FOR THE 
FIVE ATTITUDE SCALES AND 
FIVE BELIEF SCALES 
Scale Mean Score 
Attitude 
harmful - beneficial 
wise - foolish 
dirty - clean 
bad - good 







impossible - possible 4.50 
false - true ).J5 
existent - nonexistent 4.70 
probable - improbable 4.65 
unlikely - likely 4.60 
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TABLE XXXIV 
INSTITUTION: MEAN 'SCORES FOR THE 
FIVE ATTITUDE SCALES AND 
THE FIVE BELIEF SCALES 
Scale 
Attitude 
harm~l - beneficial 
wise - foolish 
dirty - clean 
bad - good 








impossible - possible 4.60 
false - true ).10 
existent - nonexistent 5.25 
probable - improbabl• 4.90 
unlikely - likely 4.55 
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TABLE XX.XV 
ESTABLISHMENT: MEAN SCORES FOR THE 
FIVE ATTITUDE SCALES AND 
THE FIVE BELIEF SCALES 
scale Mean Score 
----------------------------~~----~~ 
Attitude 
harmful - beneficial 
wise - foolish 
dirty - clean 
bad - good 







impossible - possible 4.60 
false - true· 2. 90 
existent - nonexistent 5.25 
probable - improbable 4.90 
unlikely - lik~ly 4.60 
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(Appendix D}. The same procedure is followed in Table XXXX, 
page 160, except that the first five rows ~epresent the sub-
jects' scores for the five belief scales (also, see Figure 
1, page 45}. 
Word-Concept FREAK 
, The average of the mean scores for the word-concept 
FREAK was 4.80, indicating that the subjects tend to regard 
the term as somewhat favorable. Only two subjects -- B1 
and F2 -- had mean scores below 4.0, thus categorizing the 
word-concept as unfavorable. 
As shown in Table XXXI, page 109,, the mean scores for 
the five attitude scales were all above 4.40. The "bad-
good" scale had the highest mean (5 • .30); with only one 
exception (subject F1) the word-concept FREAK was rated as 
good, often with a 6.0 or 7.0 on the scale. 
The "sick-healthy" scale received the second highest 
mean score, 5.10. Three subjects (F2, A1 and B1) rated 
this scale 3.0, indicating that they considered the word-
concept to be somewhat sick. 
The average of the mean belief scores was 4.95. The 
mean score for the "existent-nonexistent" scale was 5.60, 
representing the subjects' response to the word-concept 
FREAK as existent. With only three scores of 4.0, none of 
the subjects rated the word-concept as nonexistent. 
Half the subject.a rated the "false-true" scale 6.0 
or higher. Again, none of the subjects categorized the 
word-concept as false. 
11 5 
Subject F2 was the lone exception in rating the word-
concept as somewhat impossible. For the "probable-
improbable" scale, subjects F2 and Y1 dissented. Four 
subjects rated the word-concept FREAK unlikely in the 
fifth belief scale {"unlikely-likely"), with subject Z2 
rating the word concept 1 .o, the lowest possible score. 
Although the Extensional Agreement Index for the 
word-concept F.tlEAK was .600 (see Table XXVI, page 97), 
it is important to note that the obtained index is 
unjustifiably high since it reflects agreement as both 
the application and non-application of a label. Further-
more, the index may be inaccurate because subjects were 
asked to label such extremes as Richard Nixon and Angela 
Davis. Agreement decreased markedly, for example, when 
subjects were asked to label Jerry Rubin. 
It was obvious to most subjects that Richard Nixon 
Yi§&~ a FREAK. However, for Jerry Rubin, the choice 
was not obvious and discrepancy prevailed. 
Of particular interest was the subjects' inability 
to qualify the application of the word-concept FHEAK. 
A number of subjects were simply unable to explain why 
they had chosen to use the label. 
Subject B1, who was one of only three subjects who 
rated the word-concept FREAK as somewhat sick, described 
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the word as referring to an individual with an 11 abnorma1-
ityo11 A FREAK, he said, "is someone with poor judgment.o. 
suppression of vital faculties." Subject B1, incidentally, 
was one of only three subjects who labeled Richard Nixon 
a FREAK, referring, perhaps, to the subject's perception 
of Nixon as an individual with poor judgment. Subject A2 
also labeled Nixon a FREAK, with no further explanation, 
other than: ttAnd I don't mean 'hippie.'" 
Subject B2, a co-worker with subject B1 at Iconoclast, 
Dallas, Texas, explained that a FREAK is primarily con-
cerned with music, drugs and, in general, a peaceful 
culture a 
A worker at Liberation News Service, subject Z2, 
described FREAK as one who is culturally disenchanted. A 
FREAK isn 1 t necessarily interested in change, she explained; 
he may just want to go off into a corner and smoke some 
dopeo 
Subject E2 defined FREAK as 11 passive,n contrasting 
the word-concept REVOLUTIONARY, which she defined as 
militant or violento 
Subject C1 stated simply that there was no such thing 
as a FREAKo The word does not, she said, refer to a person, 
but rather constitutes an "enthusiast" or a ttfan. 11 A 
person can be a 11 Jesus Freak11 of a "Music Freak,n she im-




The word-concept RBVOLUTIONARY had the highest mean 
attitude scores, averaging out to 4.94. Subjects re-
sponded most favorably to this word-concept, especially 
to the "harmful-beneficial" sea.le (mean score: 5.35). 
The mean scores in Table XXXII, page 110, show a rather 
intense response to the "bad-good" scale -- on~y subjects 
D1 and X1 rated the word-concept somewhat bad. 
With only one exception (subject Y2), the word-con-
cept was categorized as somewhat healthy, receiving a 
mean score of 5.00. Three subjects rated the word-concept 
somewhat foolish; the "dirti~clean" scale received mostly 
neutral scores. 
Response, measured as the probability dimension (be-
lief), was the highest among the six word-concepts. With 
the average of the mean scores at 5.36, subjects generally 
indicated a strong probability of existence for the word-
concept, as supported by the 5.35 mean score for the 
"existent-nonexistent" scale (see Table XXXII, page 110). 
The lowest mean of the five belief scales was 4.90, 
the subjects' average response to the "impossible-possible" 
scale. Three subjects -- B1, D1 and X1 -- rated the 
word-concept as somewhat impossible and subject A1 rated 
it as impossible. 
The word-concept REVOLUTIONARY had a slightly higher 
Extensional Agreement Index (.617) than either of the two 
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previously discussed word-concepts. Agreement was at its 
highes (1 .000) when measured as the non-application of the 
word-concept to Richard Nixon. Again, the two extremes 
(Nixon-Davis) account for the high index. If, for example, 
the average ~xtensional Agreement ~ndex was computed only 
on the application and non-application of the label to 
Rubin, Berrigan, Sinclair and Ellsberg, the obtained index 
would have been .475. 
Although the word-concept R~VOLUTIONARY received the 
most intense belief scores, inferring a high probability 
of existence, this was not reflected in the subjects' 
informal discussions of the.word-concept. As in the case 
of the word-concept FREAK, subjects were often unable to 
justify their usage of the term. 
Subject Z2 explained that the word-concept referred 
to someone who was "politically disenchanted" (as opposed 
to her description of the word-concept FREAK, as one who 
was "culturally disenchanted"). Subject E2 described the 
word-conqept as "violent;" and subject B2 said a REVO-
LUTIONAHY was one who was concerned with changes in 
society and life. 
None of the subjects made mention of political ide-
ologies as criteria for the word-concept REVOLUTIONARY. 
The Word-Concept STRAIGHT 
The subjects' over-all attitude toward the word-
concept STRAIGHT was 3.96, virtually a neutral score --
with very slight intensity and direction. 
As shown in Table XXXIII, page 111, the mean score 
for the most.intense attitude scale ("dirty-clean") was 
only o?O from neutrality (4.0). Three subjects rated the 
word-concept as very clean and six subjects categorized 
it as somewhat clean. 
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The "harmful-beneficial" scale received mostly neu-
tral scores, except for subject Y2 who rated it 2.0 (harm-
ful). Nine subjects considered the word-concept to be 
foolish (3.0) -- only subject E2 rated it wise (5.0). 
The "bad-good" scale also received mostly neutral 
scores, with the noted exception of subject Y1, who rated 
the word-concept very bad (1.0). There was very little 
consistency in the fifth attitude scale ("sick-healthy"), 
with individual scores ranging from 2.0 to 6.0. 
The average of the mean belief scores for the word-
concept STRAIGHT was 4.46, somewhere between neutrality 
and somewhat probable. The belief scale with the most 
intense mean score ("existent-nonexistent," 4s70) -- not 
unlike the most intense attitude scale -- was only .70 
from neutralityo 
In general, the word-concept STRAIGHT was the least 
"meaningfuln of the six word-concepts, as measured by the 
length of its vector in the graph in Figure 2, page 65. 
(The term "meaningful" reflects the intensity. of ·both the 
attitude and belief responses.) 
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The "impossible-possible" scale received scores 
ranging from 2.0 to 7.0, thus allowing for little in the 
way of generalization. With the exception of subjects 
C2 and X2, the "false-true" scale-received neutral or 
somewhat false ratings. 
With only two exception~ subjects G1 and Z2 -- the 
subjects categorized the word-concept as somewhat probable. 
Similarly, with two subjects -dissenting, the word-concept 
STRAIGHT was perceived as somewhat likely. 
The Extensional Agreement Index for the word-concept 
was .600. The smallest agreement index was computed for 
Ellsberg (.200), for whom eight subjects applied the label 
and .12 did not. For Rubin, agreement was also low ( .400). 
Six subjects applied the label to Rubin, 14 did not. 
According to subject B2, ·the word-concept STRAIGHT 
refers to an individual whose life style is associated with 
the status quo. Subject D1 considered all three word-
concepts (FREAK, REVOLUTIONARY and STRAIGHT) irrelevant 
and subsequently labeled everyone STRAIGHT. 
None of the other subjects discussed their reasons 
for the application or non-application of the word-concept. 
The Word-Concept INSTITUTION 
Not unlike the word-concept STRAIGHT, the word-concept 
-INSTITUTION received mean attitude and belief scores very 
close to neutrality. 
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The mean score for the most intense of the five atti-
tude scales ("harmful-beneficial") was 2.95, indicating 
that the subjects regarded the word-concept as somewhat 
harmful. Only one subject C2 rated the word-concept 
as somewhat beneficial. 
The "wise-foolish" scale received a mean score of 
3.75; most subjects rated the scale with a score of 3.0 
or 4.0. Subject C2 and Y2 rated the word-concept somewhat 
wise (5.0) and wise (6.0), respectively. 
The "dirty-clean" scale was the only one of the five 
attitude scales to receive a mean score of above 4.0 as 
shown in Table XXXIV, page 112. Four subjects, in fact, 
rated the word-concept very clean (7.0). 
With only one exception (subject C2), most subjects 
rated the word-concept INSTITUTION somewhat bad -- three 
subjects rated it very bad (1.0). 
Although subjects C2 and X2 rated the word-concept 
healthy, the other subjects' scores fell below 4.0; the 
mean score for the "sick-healthy" scale was 3.20. 
The subjects' scores for the five belief scales re-
vealed a somewhat existent and somewhat probable response 
to the word-concept INSTITUTION. 
Table XXXIV, page 112, shows the most intense mean 
belief score (5.25) was for the "existent-nonexist~nt" 
scale. Only the "false-true" scale had a mean score 
below 4.0. Moreover, only two subjects -- A1 and C2 
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rated the word-concept somewhat true (5.0) and true (6.0), 
respectively. 
The Intensional Agreement Index for the word-concept 
INSTITUTION was .OSJ, indicating very low agreement. 
The various synonyms selected by the subjects are listed 
in Appendix B. 
These synonyms ran the gamut, from "room" to "cap-
italism." Even the word-concept ESTABLISHMENT was used 
as synonym. 
A total of 37 synonyms was selected by the 20 sub-. 
jects. 
The Word-Concept ESTABLISIDfiENT 
The evaluative response to the word-concept ESTAB-
LISHMENT was 2.90, as shown in Table XXX, page 106. 
Table XXXV, page 113, shows the most intense atti-
tude scale to be "harmful-beneficial," receiving a mean 
score of 2.25. All but two scores were below 4.0. 
Four subjects rated the word-concept very foolish 
(1 .O) -- only two subjects (Y2 and Z1) categorized ES-
TABLISHMENT as somewhat wise (5.0). 
There were mostly 4.0 scores for the "dirty-clean" 
scale. With a mean score of 3.So, only two subjects swayed 
very far from neutral: subject E1 rated the word-concept 
1 .O (very dirty); subject A1 rated it clean (6.0). 
Five subjects rated the word-concept very bad, while 
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only one subject (Y2) rated it with a score above 4.0. 
Two subjects (A1 and C2) rated the word-concept some-
what healthy; the remaining subjects rated it with a score 
of 4.0 or below. Four subjects judged the word-concept 
very sick (1.0). 
The word-concept ESTABLISHMENT received the least in-
tense belief scores, averaging out to only 4.40. The 
"existent-nonexistent" scale received the most intense 
scores; its mean score was 5.25. Seven subjects rated the 
word-concept very existent, while only one subject (Y2) 
rated it with a score of 3.0 (somewhat nonexistent). 
The "improbable-probab;Le" scale, with a mean score of. 
4.90, received five 7.0 responses and only one 1.0 score 
(from subject G1). 
Most subjects perceived the word-concept as likely, 
although subjects A1 and F2 rated the "unlikely-likely" 
scale J.O, and subject Y1 rated it 2.0. 
With only two subjects dissenting, the "impossible-
possitle" scale received scores of 4.0 or above. 
As in the response to the word-concept INSTITUTION, 
the "false-true" scale was the only one of the five belief 
scales to receive a mean score below 4.0. Seven subjects 
rated the scale 4.0, but none of the subjects rated it 
above 4.0. 
The Intensional Agreement Index for the word-concept 
ESTABLISHMENT was .024, the lowest of the three intensional 
indices. Subjects listed a total of 36 synonyms for the 
word-concept, including the word-concept INSTITUTION. 
The synonyms "system" and "structure" were selected for 
both the word-concepts ESTABLISHMENT and INSTITUTION. 
The Word-Concept IMPERIALISM 
The evaluative response from the 20 subjects was 
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most unfavorable for the word-concept IMPERIALISM. Re-
ceiving the most intense mean attitu~e scores, the word-
concept was not categorized as beneficial by any of the 
subjects. Similarly, none of the subjects rated the word-
concept good. 
The mean scores in Tab~e .X.XXVI, page 125, show that 
all five mean scores fall below J.OC, indicating that --
in general terms -- the subjects rated the word-concept 
IMP~HIALISM as somewhat sick, bad, somewhat dirty, some-
what foolish, and harmful. 
Only subject Y2 rated the word-concept somewhat good 
(5.0) on the "bad-good" scale. Subject F1 was the only 
exception in rating the word-concept healthy on the "sick-
healthy" scale. Three subjects (G1, X2 and Y2) rated the 
word-concept somewhat wise on the "wise-foolish" scale. 
With the exception of the "false-true" scale, Table 
XXXVI, page 124, shows all the mean belief scores to be 
above 5.00. None of the subjects rated the word-concept 
as nonexistent, although there were some neutral scores 
(4.0). The subjects' over-all belief response to the 
TABLE XXXVI. 
IMPERIALISM: MEAN SCORES FOR THE 
FIVE ATTITUDE SCALES AND 
THE FIVE BELIEF SCALES 
Scale 
Attitude 
harmful - beneficial 
wise - foolish · 
dirty - clean 
bad - good 
sick - healthy 
Belief 
impossible - possible 
false - true 
existent - nonexistent 
probable - improbable 













word-concept IMP~RIALISM indicates a strong probability 
of existence. 
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The Intensional Agreement Index for the word-concept 
was .07g, slightly lower than the-obtained index for the 
word-concept INSTITUTION. Subjects listed a total of 3g 
synonyms for the word-concept, the highest total for any 
of the three word-concepts (INSTITUTION, ESTABLISHMENT, 
and IMPERIALISM). The word "capitalism" was selected as 
a synonym for all three word..;.concepts and the word "con-
trol" was used to intensionally define both the word-
concepts IMPERIALISM and ESTABLISHMENT. 
Attitude Prototypes 
In Chapter VII, McQuitty's Linkage Analysis procedure 
provided a way for isolating four attitudinal prototypes. 
Each of these prototypes consists of subjects whose atti-
tude scores are most highly related. 
In this chapter the four prototypes are further 
studied in an attempt to discover any apparent commonality 
to which the cluster may be attributed. 
Prototype I (Attitude) 
Prototype I consists of subjects Z1, Z2, Y1, Y2, G1, 
B1, F1 and C1. From these eight subjects, subject Z2 was 
identified as being most representative of the prototype. 
In other words, subject Z2 is said to have the most corre-
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lation with all other subjects in that particular cluster. 
Using the demographic data presented in Chapter VI, 
subject Z2 can be further described as female, age 25, 
college graduate, has worked three years with the under-
ground press and has had no formal training in journalism. 
There are three other females in Prototype I: subjects 
Z1, C1 and F1. Subject Z1 is a co-worker with subject Z2 
at Liberation News Service in New York City. She is 22 
years old, has an educational level of a college sophomore 
and has worked with the underground press for two and a 
half years. She has had no formal training in journalism. 
Subject C1 is a college graduate with two years of ex-
perience with the underground·press and no formal train-
ing in journalism. Also without such training, subject F1 
-- the youngest of the 20 subjects -- is a 17-year-old high 
school junior with only three months of work with the under-
ground press. 
The remaining four subjects, all males, include subject 
Y1, a 23-year-old college graduate with one year of work 
with the underground press and one of only four subjects 
that had formal training in journalism. Subject Y2, who 
works with subject Y1 at the Underground Press Syndicate, 
has had one year of graduate study, is 29 years old, has 
worked with the underground press for two years and has had 
no formal training in journalism. Subject G1 is a 24-year 
-old college graduate with three months of work with the 
underground press and no formal training in journalism. 
Subject B1 is a 27-year-old college junior with six years 
of experience with the underground press. 
Age does not appear to be significant in Prototype I, 
since it ranges from 17 to 29, almost the extremes among the 
20 subjects. Similarly, the number of years of experience 
with the underground press does not seem to a particularly 
significant factor: subject F1 has logged only three months, 
while subject B1 has put in six years. 
There are four females in Prototype I, which is un-
usually high considering there are only six females in the 
sample. Particularly interesting, however, is the fact that 
the two subjects from both major news services -- Liberation 
News Service and the Underground Press Syndicate -- fell in-
to Prototype I. Subjects Y1, Y2, Z1 and Z2, representing 
the two organizations largely responsible for disseminating 
international and national news to the underground press, 
have attitudes more highly correlated with each other than 
with the attitudes of mariy of the other subjects. 
Subject Z2, the subject most representative of the 
cluster, is most intense in her attitude toward the word-
concepts rlEVOLUTIONAHY and IMPERIALISM, although the in-
tensity is in opposite directions. 
Generally, the responses from the subjects in Proto-
type I are, as shown in the paradigm in Figure 12, page 89, 
most intense for the word-concepts REVOLUTIONARY and IMPER-
IALISM. The mean attitude score for the word-concept 
REVOLUTIONARY is 5.33, the highest among the four attitude 
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prototypes; for the word-concept IMPERIALISM, the mean score 
is 2.45, the second highest among the four clusters. The 
mean scores in Figure 12, page S9, indicate that Prototype 
I had the most intense attitude score~ for the word-concepts 
ESTABLISHMENT and STRAIGHT. 
Prototype I, it follows, is best categorized by the 
intensity of its mean attitude scores toward four of the 
six word-concepts and it would be most appropriately called 
a "high intensity" .attitude cluster. 
Prototype II (Attitude) 
Prototype II consists of subjects E1, G2, C2, F2, B2, 
n2·a:Q.d X2. Subject G2 was identified as most representative 
of the cluster • 
Again, using the demographic data presented Chapter VI, 
~ubject G2 is further identified as male, age 28, one year 
\ 
of graduate study, no .formal training in journalism and has 
worked with the underground press for three years. 
Subject G2 can be further described by the intensity 
of his attitude toward certain of the six word-concepts. 
His mean attitude score for the word-concept FREAK was 6.0, 
the highest among the 20 subjects. His score for the word-
concept IMPERIALISM was 1.0, the lowest of the mean attitude 
scores. Subject C2 also displayed such intensity in his 
response to the word-concepts FREAK and IMPERIALISM. His 
mean attitude scores were 6.0 and 1.2, respectively. His 
mean score for the word-concept REVOLUTIONARY was 6.6, the 
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highest among the 20 subjects. Similarly, subject D2's 
attitude score for the word-concepts FREAK and IMPERIALISM 
indicate relative intensity. Subject E1 responded to the 
word-concept BSTABLISfil!iENT with the. lowest mean score, 1 • 6. 
Prototype II, as shown by the mean scores in Figure 12, 
page 89, can be characterized by the intensity of the 
subjects' attitude scores, particularly toward the word-
concept Ii1PERIALISM. Although the demographic data did not 
reveal any trend or commonality among the subjects in the 
prototype, many of the subjects mean attitude scores display 
relative intensity, especially when compared to the remain-
ing two prototypes. Prototype II, it follows, can be call-
ed a "somewhat high intensity -- with extremes" cluster, 
. . 
referring to the fact that some of the subjects (particular-
ly subject G2, identified as most representative of the 
cluster) had the most intense responses to certain of the 
word-concepts. It should be noted, however, that th~ mean 
attitude scores for Prototype II were not generally as 
intense as those of Pr.ototype I. 
Prototype III (Attitude} 
Subjects D1, A1 and X1 comprise Prototype III. Subject 
A1, identified as most representative df the cluster, is a 
20-year-old high school graduate with no formal training in 
journalism. He has worked with the Westport Trucker in 
Kansas City for eight months. 
Unlike Prototype II, Prototype IIJ can be catego~ized 
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as "low intensity 11 since most of the subjects' mean attitude 
scores do not fall very far from neutrality (4.0). The 
only exception here was the word-concept IMPERIALISM, to 
which all three subjects responded with a somewhat un-
favorable attitude. 
It is also interesting to note that Prototype III is 
the only one of the four attitude prototypes to have a 
mean attitude score toward the word-concept REVOLUTIONARY 
of below 4o0o As shown in the paradigm in Figure 12, the 
subjects in Prototype III rated the word-concept REVOLU-
TIONARY 3.73, sharply contrasting the favorable attitudes 
expressed by the subjects in the two previously discussed 
prototypes. 
Age, sex, journalism training and underground press 
experience do not appear to be contributing factors. Sub-
ject D1, almost the antithesis of subject A1, is a 31-year-
old doctoral candidate at the University of Texas. 
Prototype IV (Attitude) 
There are only two subjects in Prototype IV: A2 and 
E2. Both about the same age, subject E2 is a female, 
college freshman, has worked with the underground press 
for one year and has had some formal training in journalism. 
Subject A2 has completed his second year of high school and 
has worked with the underground press for the past six 
yearso 
The mean attitude scores in the paradigm in Figure 12, 
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page 89, show that Prototype IV had the ·most intense scores 
for the word-.concepts FREAK and INSTITUTION. Prototype IV 
also had the least intense scores for the word-concept 
D'iPiRIALISM. This cluster·may be categorized as a "high/ 
low intensity" prototype, since the mean scores represent 
both the most and least intense responses to some of the 
word-:-concepts. 
Belief Prototypes 
Through Linkage Analysis, five belief prototypes were 
identified, each consisting of subjects whose belief scores 
were most highly related. 
Prototype I (Belief} 
Prototype I consists of subjects B2, D2, E2, X2, Y1, 
Z1 and Z2. Subject Z1 -- female, age 22, college graduate, 
two and a half years of work with the underground press and' 
no formal training in journalism -- was identified as most 
representative of the cluster. 
Subject Z1, whose mean belief scores were all above 
4.5, had indicated a high probability of existence for 
three of the word-concepts: REVOLUTIONARY, ESTABLISHMENT 
and IMPERIALISM. This particular characteristic seemed 
prevalent among the other subjects in this prototype. Es-
pecially for the word-concepts ESTABLISHMENT and IMPERIAL-
ISM, the subjects in this group have generally responded 
with mean belief scores between 5.2 and 6.4. Subject D2 
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had indicated that there was a strong probability of ex-
istence for all six word-concepts. Her mean scores, with 
only one exception, were between 6.0 and 6.6. Similarly, 
subject E2 had rated each of the word-concepts with a mean 
belief score of 5.$ or higher. For five of the six word-
concepts, subject X2 and Y1 had mean scores of above 5.0. 
Prototype I, it seems, has indicated a high probability 
of existence for most of the word-concepts, but in particu-
lar the word-concepts STRAIGHT, INSTITUTION, ESTABLISHrifiENT 
and IIvJ.PERIALISM. For these four word-concepts, the average 
of the belief scores of the subjects in Prototype I rep-
resents the highest among the five belief prototypes. 
Prototype I is a "high intensity" cluster; its subjects 
perceive at least four of the six word-concepts as highly 
probable in terms of existence. 
Prototype II (Belief) 
Subjects C2, F2, G1 and G2 comprise Prototype II. Sub-
ject G2, who was identified as most representative of the 
four subjects, was also most representative of Prototype II 
(Attitude). Subject G2 had mean belief scores of 4.0 and 
above for the six word-concepts; the intensity of belief 
was greatest for the word-concepts FREAK and REVOLUTIONARY. 
High belief scores for the word-concepts FREAK and 
REVOLUTIONARY appear to be the only commonality among the 
subjects in this prototype. Subject G1, for example, rated 
the word-concept REVOLUTIONARY with a mean belief score of 
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7.0, the highest possible mean score. Subject C2 had a 6.6 
mean score for the word-concept FREAK, the highest mean 
belief score among the 20 subjects. 
As the scores in the paradigm in Figure 13, page 90 
show, the subjects in Prototype II had the most intense 
belief scores for the word-concepts FREAK and REVOLUTIONARY 
4.5 and 6.2, respectively. 
This cluster can be called "high intensity -- limited," 
since the highly intense responses are limited to only two 
of the six word-concepts. 
Prototype III (Belief) 
Prototype III consists of subjects A1, A2, D1 arid X1. 
Subject X1, a 20-year-old male from the Amerikan Press 
Syndicate, is most representative of the cluster. 
The mean belief scores for subject X1 are very close to 
neutrality (4.0). The most intense score is only 4.8, while 
half the scores fall only 0.2 from neutrality. The other 
three subjects also display a lack of intensity in their 
belief scores. 
With the exception of the word-concept FREAK, the score 
for each of the remaining five word-concepts -- as shown in 
Figure 13 -- is within .35 of neutrality. Prototype III, it 
follows, is a "low intensity" cluster. 
Prototype IV (Belief) 
There are only two subjects in Prototype IV: C1 and E1. 
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Subject E1 had four mean belief scores of 4.0 and subject 
C1 had three scores of 4.0, indicating an absence of belief 
toward certain of the word-concepts. Only the word-concept 
FREAK received a mean score above 4.0 from both 1 subjects. 
The scores in Figure 13, page 90 show, however, that of the 
five belief prototypes, Prototype IV had the least intense 
response to the word-concept FREAK. 
Prototype IV, therefore, can be also described as a 
"low intensity" cluster. 
Prototype V (Belief) 
Subject F1 is most representative of Prototype V, 
which also consists of subjects B1 and Y2. 'Ihe only appar-
ent commonality among the subjects in Prototype Vis the 
direction and slight ~ntensity of the subjects' mean belief 
scores for the word-concept IMPERIALISM. The mean scores 
for the word-concept I~J.PERIALISM were 4.4 or higher. 
For the word-concepts FREAK and STRAIGHT, the scores 
in Figure 13 indicate that Prototype V had the least in-
tense response. Another "low intensity" cluster, Proto-
type V consists of too few subjects to allow any further 
generalization. 
Significance of Subjects' 
Attitudes and Beliefs 
rricQui tty's Linkage Analysis procedure identified five 
belief prototypes and four attitude prototypes from a sample 
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of 20 subjects -- a rather large number of clusters for a 
sample of this size. Even the correlations within the 
various prototypes were not very high. In Prototype I (At-
titude), for example, Table XII, page 79 shows that of the 
56 inter-correlations, 26 were below .500. In Prototype II 
(Attitude), 16 of the 42 inter-correlations were below .500 
(Table XIII, page 80). The belief prototypes also had 
strikingly low correlations, as indicated in Table XVI, page 
82, where 17 of the 42 inter-correlations were below .500. 
Further analysis revealed a significant difference be-
tween the mean attitude scores toward the six word-concepts. 
The paradigm in Figure 12, page $9, shows the six mean 
scores for each of the four attitude clusters. Since the 
treatments-by-subjects analysis is predicated on pairing 
prototypes with themselves (based on the assumption that 
the prototypes will correlate most highly with themselves), 
the significant F-ratio in Table XXIV, page 92 -- showing a 
significant difference between the six word-concepts 
infers ambiguity. When respo~se was measured as the evalua-
tive component -- attitude -- the subjects' responses were 
not more correlated with themselves than with other subjects. 
In terms of attitude, therefore, the word-concepts appear 
ambiguous. 
A similar analysis was conducted using the five belief 
prototypes (Figure 13, page 90). The F-Ratios in Table XXV, 
page 92, show a significant ratio between the five proto-
types, but not between the six-word-concepts. Such results 
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indicate that the word-concepts tend to separate the proto-
types; the word-concepts, therefore, as independent vari-
ables, seem to solicit similar belief responses.1 The six 
word-concepts, when examined by their belief dimension, do 
not appear ambiguous. 
These results seem to confirm Fishbein's observation 
that the direction of an individual's attitude is not 
necessarily reflected in the direction of an individual's 
belief toward a given object or, as in the case of this 
study, a word-concept. 
When defined as the probability dimension, be-
lief can change independently of an attitude. 
Further, two individuals may differ in bel;ef 
but have s.imilar attitudes, or vice versa. 
These findings are partially reinforced by the results 
obtained by computing two additional analyses of variance. 
These treatment-by-subjects analyses were computed using 
the belief and attitude scores of all 20 subjects, as 
opposed to the previous analyses which used the mean belief 
and attitude scores for each of the nine various prototypes. 
The significant F-ratio in Table XXXVII, page 138, 
shows a significant difference between the attitude scores 
of the six.word-concepts. The .01 level of probability 
indicates that obtained results would occur by chance at 
least 99 times out of a 100. This significant difference 
and the high degree of probability -- confirms earlier ob-
servations that, in terms of attitude, the word-concepts 
are ambiguous. 
TABLE XXXVII 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F-RATIOS: 
SUBJECTS' ATTITUDE SCORES 




19 14.4 .76 1.25 n.s 
5 104.1 20.82 34.13 .01 
95 58.J .61 
Total 119 176.8 
TABLE XX.XVIII 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F-RATIOS: 
SUBJECTS' BELIEF SCORES 
Source df SS ms 
Between Subjects 19 15.7 .83 
Between Concepts 5 14.3 2.86 
Residual Error 95 39.7 .42 






The F-Ratios in Table XXXVIII, page 138, however, do 
not reinforce earlier findings. In the treatments-by-sub-
jects analysis of the five belief prototypes, there was a 
greater F-Ratio between the prototypes than between the 
word-concepts. The former was _significant at the .01 
level of probability; the latter was not significant. In 
the analysis of each of the 20 subjects' belief scores, 
the between word-concepts F-Ratio was the larger. 
FOOTNOTES 
1Fishbein's belief scales measure belief in an 
object, as opposed to belief about the object and its 
relationship with another object. Belief in refers to 
the existence of an object; belief about deals with the 
nature of that object, the manner in which it exists. 
2Martin Fishbein and Bertram H. Raven, "The AB 
Scales," Human Relations (1.962, No. 15), p. 40. 
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CHAPTER X 
SUMivIARY, CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
"The catch words an~ phrases of a social group are the 
expression of its values," observes Robert Hipkiss, an 
English instructor at California State College.1 Those who 
exist outside this social group, Hipkiss infers, have trou-
ble translating such vocabulary. Only when the values are 
shared will the words be deciphered in a meaningful way. 
In an exploratory voyage, this study has attempted to 
discover the linguistic behavior of a particular social 
group -- the underground journalist and the function of 
certain catch words, heretofore called word-concepts. Hip-
kiss' statement seems especially relevant to this thesis, 
for the basic conclusion to be drawn from the data pre-
sented in previous chapters is that the six tested word-
concepts are difficult to translate even among members of 
the given social group. 
The assumption, then, is that if such difficulties 
exist within a particular group, it will become even 
greater for those outside it. 
The language of the underground press is, at times, of 
a hybrid nature: it's a combination of conventional words 
with unconventional definitions. This, in itself, is not 
1 li. 1 
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necessarily bad. Unfortunately, however, the creators and 
practitioners of the underground language seldom announce 
such hybridity and, consequently, many people have little 
choice but to interpret the language and its words in a way 
that reflects their experiences -- as conventional as they 
may beo 
Summary: Methodology and Findings 
The emotive response to the six word-concepts was 
defined and measured as the subjects' attitudes and beliefs 
toward the word-concepts. ~~rtin Fishbein's Attitude-Be-
leif Scales, a modification of Charles Osgood's Semantic 
Differentialj were used to evaluate the two emotive dimen-
sionso 
A correlation matrix was constructed for both the sub-
jectsr attitude and belief scores. Each matrix revealed 
the relationship between the 20 subjects as indicated by 
their individual attitude and belief scores. The correla-
tions were further examined by administering a linkage 
analysis~ thus providing a way to "cluster" subjects into 
various attitude and belief prototypeso These prototypes 
and their responses to the six word-concepts were subjected 
to a treatments-by-subjects variance analysis. 
Ni.ne prototypes were identified, five within the be-
lief matrix and four within the attitude matrix. In Chap-
ter IX an attempt was made to isolate any commonality to 
which the various prototypes could be attributedo 
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iesults of the variance analysis indicated that, in 
terms of attitude, the word-concepts appear to be ambiguous. 
As measured by belief, the word-concepts did not appear 
ambiguous. 
The cognitive response, defined and measured as ex-
tensional and intensicnal agreement, was examined by ad-
ministering Wendell Johnson's Extensional and Intensional 
Agreement Indices. The results discussed in Chapters VIII 
and IX showed low agreement among the subjects' extensional 
and intensional application of the six word-concepts. 
Proposed Hypotheses 
The first of the two proposed hypotheses in Chapter V 
predicting a significant difference between the subjects' 
emotive response to the six word-concepts -- was partially 
supported. Fishbein's Attitude-Belief Scales revealed a 
different pattern for the emotive responses: attitude 
scores were not necessarily reflected in the belief scores. 
The results discussed in Chapter VII and IX also indi-
cated a greater difference between the mean attitude scores 
than between the mean belief scores. 
The 20 subjects did not have highly correlated atti-
tude and belief scores; there did exist an unusually high 
number of attitude and belief clusters for a sample of 
this size. But despite the low correlations and the large 
number of prototypes, there did appear to be some over-all 
agreement, especially in the direction of the mean attitude 
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scores. Generally, the subjects responded favorably to the 
word-concepts F:CtEAK and REVOLUTIONARY and unfavorably to the 
word-concepts ESTABLISHMii:NT and IMPERIALISiv:. The intensity 
of the mean attitude toward the four word-concepts account 
for much of the variance between the subjects' evaluative 
responses. Although all the subjects responded to the word-
concept IMPERIALISM with an unfavorable mean attitude score, 
the intensity of these responses ranged from 1.0 to 3.8. 
The second hypothesis -- predicting a significant dif-
ference between the subjects cognitive response to the six 
word-concepts -- was supported by the findings, with more 
certainty than the first hypothesis. 
The three Intensional Agreement Indices, the highest of 
which was only .083, showed very low agreement among the 20 
subjects. Although the three Extensional Agreement Indices 
were considerably higher, the inclusion of Richard Nixon and 
Angela Davis in the testing mechanism contributed greatly to 
the unusually high indices. 
The Dysfunctions of the 
Underground Language 
Results discussed earlier in Chapters VII, VIII and IX 
show an inability on the part of the subjects to distinguish 
between words and the objects to which the words might refer. 
Many subjects responded with similar evaluative direction to 
a given word-concept, but these same subjects were unable to 
agree on the application of the word-concept. For example, 
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practically every subject registered at least a somewhat un-
favorable response to.the word-concept IMPERIALISM. None-
theless, the average Intensional Agreement Index for the 
word-concept IMPERIALISM was only .07$, indicating that the 
subjects had virtually no agreement on the intensional 
application of the word-concept. The word-concepts them-
selves, perhaps, had become objects -- entities to which 
the subjects could respond without having to consider any 
symbol-object relationshipo 
Vague and Ambiguous ·words 
Studies have shown that when words are vague and/or 
ambiguous they tend to affect and, in fact, inhibit infer-
mation processing mechanisms. In a recent study conducted 
by Blaine Goss, assistant professor of speech communication 
at the University of Oklahoma, a comparison between clear, 
vague and ambiguous nouns indicated that clear nouns had 
.fewer associates (objects to which the noun refers) than 
vague and/or ambiguous nouns. Using a Response Variation 
Index (RVI) 1 which is analogous to a type-token ratio used 
in content analysis, Goss determined that clear nouns gen-
erated significantly smaller RVI scores than did vague 
and/or ambiguous nouns.2 
lows: 
Goss defines nvague" and "ambiguous" nouns as fol-
A vague noun is one which refers to one class that 
has many members. In a dictionary definition it 
would be a term with essentially one definition 
followed by many examples. 
An ambiguous noun is one that refers to 
more than one class, and where the classes have 
a limited number of members. In a dictionary 
it would be a term with at least two unrelated 
definitions, with each definition most often 
referring to a single object.3 
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Three of the six word-concepts -- INSTITUTION, ESTAB-
LISHMENT and IMPERIALISM -- appear to be vague nouns as de-
fined by Goss. Categorizing these word-concepts as "vague" 
seems to be further reinforced by their low intensional 
agreement indices. The low indices show that, as in the 
case of Goss' reasoning, each of the word-concepts had many 
members in its class. Similarly, the word-concept REVOLU-
TIONARY may be considered a vague noun. 
The word-concepts STRAIGHT and FREAK, however, seem to 
be both vague and ambiguous. Both word-concepts have at 
least two unrelated definitions -- one given by the diction-
ary and the other by those who use the underground language. 
Since the word-concepts also refer to more than one class, 
Goss' definition of "ambiguous" seems to fit. 
The fact that the word-concepts may be vague and/or 
ambiguous does not imply that the subjects' responses were 
less "real" or that such responses should be slighted. As 
Johnson observes: 
We classify largely by naming. Having named some-
thing, we tend to evaluate it and so to react to 
it in terms of the name we have given it. We 
learn in our culture to evaluate names, or labels, 
or words, quite independently of the actualities 
to which they might be applied. This is a more 
specific way of saying that the levels of ab-
straction are potentially -- and very often 
actually -- independent. 
So common is this tendency to evaluate names 
as names, that psychologists have been able to 
demonstrate that practically anyone in our culture 
reacts more or less profoundly to isolated words.4 
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The tendency to respond strongly to words alone is what 
Johnson implies is symptomatic of "evaluational rigidity," 
one of the three language maladjustments discussed in Chap-
ter IV. 
Snarl-Utterances and Purr-Utterances 
When words by themselves solicit such a strong reaction 
and when words are used to express intensely favorable or 
, unfavorable emotions, S.I. Hayakawa suggests they are "snarl"· 
or "purr" words.5 
The obtained attitude scores show that the word-con-
cepts FREAK and REVOLUTIONARY may be considered purr words. 
The word-concepts ESTABLISHMENT and IMPERIALISM could be 
categorized as snarl words. The mean attitude for the word-
concepts STRAIGHT .( 3. 96) and INSTITUTION ( 3. 54) fall too 
close to neutrality to justify any speculation. 
An intense attitude alone -- ·either favorable or un-
favorable -- is not reason enough to consider a word a di-
rect expression of' approval of disapproval·. But an intense 
attitude combined with low extensional/intensional agreement 
indices and an inability of the subjects to qualify the 
application of a word-concept, suggests that at least four 
of the six word-concepts may function as judgments in their 
simplest forms. 
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It is believed, therefore, that the word-concepts 
ESTABLISIDl.i.BNT and IMPERIALISM symbolize condemnation -- a 
judgment, not an object. These two word-concepts are more 
likely to be used as an expression of disapproval, rather 
than as a direct reference to an extensional object. 
Conversely, the word-concepts REVOLUTIONARY and FREAK 
represent an expression of approval, not necessarily symbols 
for a particular type (or types) of person. 
Snarl-utterances and purr-utterances -- which Hayakawa 
explains are the human equivalents of snarling and purring 
do not describe conditions in the extensional world. But 
merely because a word-concept is a snarl word or a purr word 
does not mean " ••• that we should simply shrug them off."6 
Hayakawa suggests that such words be accompanied by veri-
fiable reports. If, for example, the word-concept ESTAB-
LISHMENT was accompanied by a verifiable report, it would be 
possible for others to understand why the judgment was made. 
But when snarl words and purr words are unaccompanied by 
such reports, there is nothing left to discuss, except pos-
sibly the question, "Why do you feel as you do?"? 
For Further Study 
In administering Fishbein's Attitude-Belief Scales, it 
was discovered that the subjects tended to regard the "true-
false" scale as more of an evaluative dimension than a prob-
ability dimension. The subjects' responses to the that 
scale seemed to be more in line with the attitude scales 
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than with the remaining four belief scales. It is suggested· 
this scale be further investigated. The findings in this 
study may indicate that the scale validity was far below 
Fishbein' s expe·ctations. 
Further exploration of the underground press is vir-
tually boundless. Since researchers to date have ignored 
much of the alternative media's content, style, structure 
and purpose, almost any area is worthy of study. Content 
analyses would be useful, as would more basic rhetorical 
studies of the underground language. 
This thesis may lend itself to further investigation 
of language behavior; specifically, to what extent do veri-
fiable reports reduce the variance between subjects' re-
sponses to certain word-concepts? 
Of particular interest would be gatekeeper studies to 
explore the news-gathering/news-disseminating process of the 
underground press. Moreover, it would be useful to discover 
what types of articles are more likely to receive prominent 
exposure in the underground press. 
Historical studies should be avoided. Two books have 
been published on the topic and, as this thesis nears com-
pletion, a third book has just been released. Tracing the 
growth of the underground press is hardly a systematic 
approach to the subject. Besides, it's much too early to 
put the medium in any historical perspective. 
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For the Underground Press 
The primary symbols of the underground language suggest 
two probable categories: 1. New words, those which have been 
designed to express experiences for which words did not ex-
ist and, 2. Conventional words dressed in unconventional 
definitions. 
By their very nature the "new" words create annoying 
dissonance: people are thrown off balance, they are not 
certain how to react to these words. Similarly, the hy-
bridity of the underground language -- the coupling of con-
ventional words with unconventional definitions -- has also 
created a rather precarious situation, one which prevents 
underground journalists from anticipating the effect of 
their message. (It's difficult, no doubt, to predict --
with any degree of certainty -- whether a reader's response 
will be guided by an awareness of the hybrid words, partic-
ularly ·since the nature qf these words are seldom announc-
ed.) 
Yet, as trying as it may be to adjust to the dysfunc-
tions of new and hybrid words, the overriding defect in the 
underground langauge seems to be based in the application 
of snarl-purr words. These words, it seems, are most often 
used to express condemnation or praise, to indicate approv-
al of disapproval or to label a situation ·good or bad. 
Such words are, simply, a very generalized evaluative state-
ment and they not necessarily refer to anything other than 
1 51 
the source's disposition. 
Eventually, the narcotizing repetition of snarl-purr 
words will stifle the uninhibited flow of infonnation and 
allow for little more than a profound dullness of thought. 
If underground journalists hope_ to establish an effective 
medium, they must invoke more rigid controls on their 
language. They must assemble the proper credentials for 
logical reasoning and credible reporting. The underground 
press must overcome its use of s~eeping generalizations. 
The language of the underground press should be con-
structed to insure a consistent interpretation by its- read-
ers. Presumably, the language· should accommodate -- not 
restrict -- its audience. The language of the underground 
press, unfortunately, seems to function as a discriminator, 
allowing intelligible information to flow only to a select 
few. As a reinforcement, this limited-audience approach 
may suffice. But if the underground press is to achieve 
mass reception, its language must become more compatible 
with those who seek its message. 
Specifically, the findings herein suggest that under-
ground journalists should make a concerted effort to avoid 
snarl and purr words. At the very least, such words should 
be accompanied by qualifying statements or what Hayakawa 
calls verifiable reports. 
"As the quality of language degenerates," argues a 
recent editorial in the New York Times, "so does the qual-
ity of communication -- and the quality of thought."8 
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Perhaps the most appropriate suggestion for the under-
·ground press -- and a fitting conclusion for this study --
is the not-so-subtle message in a poem called "Meaning?" 
The problem we spoke of 
Remains 
Clamped by obscurities 
Like a fishhook 
Snagged on weeds. 
We should have used 
A net. 
But that would have 
Required 
Synchronized exertion and 
Willingness 
To share the catch.9 
FOOTNOTES 
1Robert A. Hipkiss, "The Semantics of the Generation 
Gap," &TC., Vol. 27 (1970), p. 327. 
2Blaine Goss, "The Effect of Sentence Context On 
Associations To Ambiguous, Vague_and Clear Nouns," Speech 
Monographs, Vol. 39 (19721, p. 287. 
)Ibid., pp. 287-89. 
_4wendell Johnson, People In Quandries (New York, 1946), 
p. 261. 
5s.I .•. Hayakawa, Language in Thought and Action (New 
York, 1939), p. 44. 
6rbid. , p •. 45. 
7 Ibid., p. 46. 
8The New York Times (July 10, 1972). 
9v1rginia Bailey, "Meaning?," ETC., Vol. 27 ( 1970), 
p. 318. 
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ATTITUDE AND BELIEF SCORES 
A B 
1 2 1 2 
6 6 2 3 
5 4 4 5 
,.. 5 4 6 
6 4 4 4 
J 4 3 5 
) 3 5 5 
3 3 4 4 
5 4 4 4 
4 4 4 6 
5 4 4 5 
4 4 4 4 
3 4 Li- 4 
7 4 5 4 
4 4 4 5 
6 3 3 5 
3 3 3 4 
3 4 4 3 
7 4 4 3 
4 4 4 4 
4 2 3 3 
2 3 3 3 
2 3 4 3 
6 4 4 4 
2 4 4 3 
5 3 3 4 
1 2 2 2 
1 4 4 2 
3 4 4 2 
2 3 1 2 
2 3 2 3 
TABLE XXXIX 
OBTAINED ATTITUDE SCORES* 
c D E F G x 
'1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
6 6 4 6 4 7 5 4 6 6 4 5 
4 4 li- 5 4 5 3 3 5 5 5 5 
4 5 4 4 4 7 4 4 4 7 3 3 
4 7 4 6 5 6 6 3 6 6 5 6 
5 6 5 6 4 5 6 3 6 6 4 7 
5 7 3 6 4 6 7 5 7 6 4 5 
4 6 3 5 4 4 5 5 7 6 4 4 
4 6 4 4 4 6 5 4 4 6 4 4 
4 7 3 6 4 6 6 6 7 6 3 4 
4 7 4 6 4 4 6 4 7 6 4 6 
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 
4 4 3 4 3 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 
4 4 4 5 3 4 4 4 7 4 5 5 
4 6 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 
4 6 4 4 4 2 4 4 3 6 4 5 
3 5 3 3 4 1 4 3 2 4 3 2 
4 5 4 4 4 2 4 3 3 4 4 4 
4 6 4 4 4 7 4 4 4 4 5 4 
4 5 4 4 4 2 4 3 2 4 3 1 
4 6 3 4 4 1 4 3 1 4 4 6 
3 3 3 2 1 4 2 2 1 2 3 1 
4 3 3 1 1 1 3 2 1 2 3 3 
4 4 4 4 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
4 4 3 2 1 4 4 3 1 2 3 3 
4 5 3 2 4 3 2 3 1 2 4 4 
1 1 3 1 4 4 2 2 1 1 2 1 
1 1 3 4 3 4 2 2 5 1 3 5 
4 2 3 1 4 3 4 3 4 1 4 4 
4 1 3 1 3 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 
4 1 3 1 3 4 6 2 1 1 4 3 
y z 
1 2 1 2 
1 7 5 4 
5 5 4 5 
4 5 4 4 
7 5 6 6 
7 6 4 7 
7 5 7 7 
6 5 6 6 
4 4 5 4 
6 4 7 7 
7 2 5 6 
2 3 3 3 
3 3 3 3 
4 5 5 7 
1 4 3 4 
2 3 4 3 
1 4 2 2 
2 6 4 4 
4 7 4 7 
1 2 1 2 
1 3 2 2 
1 3 1 2 
3 5 5 4 
2 3 4 4 
1 5 1 1 
1 3 1 1 
1 3 1 1 
1 5 4 4 
1 3 2 1 
1 5 1 1 
3 3 1 1 
*The above table lists the subjects' attitude scores 
for each of the six word-concepts. The 
scores represent each subject's response 




l 2 1 2 
6 4 4 4 
6 7 4 4 
7 4 4 6 
4 4 4 4 
5 4 4 3 
2 4 3 4 
5 4 4 5 
7 4 4 6 
3 4 4 6 
6 3 5 6 
3 4 4 5 
3 3 4 3 
J 4 4 5 
4 4 4 5 
5 4 4 4 
4 4 4 6 
5 3 4 3 
7 4 4 6 
6 4 4 6 
5 4 · 4 5 
3 4 4 5 
3 4 4 3 
4 4 4 6 
4 4 4 4 
3 4 4 4 
3 6 5 6 
3 4 4 6 
5 5 4 6 
5 4 5 4 































OBTAINED BELIEF SCORES,:, 
D E F G x 
1 2 . 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
4 7 4 7 4 3 6 6 5 6 
4 6 4 4 4 5 6 6 6 6 
5 6 5 7 4 5 5 6 5 5 
4 7 4 4 5 3 4 6 4 6 
4 7 4 7 5 5 6 5 4 3 
3 6 4 7 4 6 7 6 3 4 
3 7 4 4 6 5 7 6 3 5 
3 6 4 7 4 6 7 6 4 6 
4 7 4 7 6 5 7 6 4 2 
4 6 4 7 5 6 7 6 4 5 
4 7 4 7 4 3 3 4 4 7 
4 4 3 1 4 3 2 4 3 5 
4 7 4 7 4 3 2 6 4 6 
4 7 4 7 4 4 2 6 l, ? 
4 6 4 7 4 3 2 4 4 4 
5 6 4 7 4 3 3 4 4 6 
4 3 4 1 4 3 2 4 3 1 
5 7 4 7 4 4 2 4 4 7 
4 7 4 7 4 4 .2 4 4 7 
4 7 4 7 4 3 1 4 4 7 
4 7 4 7 4 5 1 4 4 7 
3 2 4 l 4 3 l 2 3 4 
4 7 4 7 4 5 4 6 4 7 
4 7 4 7 6 4 l 4 4 7 
4 6 4 7 6 3 4 4 4 7 
4 7 4 7 6 4 5 5 5 7 
4 4 4 5 4 4 1 1 4 2 
5 7 4 7 4 7 4 6 7 6 5 7 
2 6 4 7 4 7 5 4 7 5 4 7 
4 6 4 7 4 7 5 2 7 5 5 7 
y z 
1 2 1 2 
4 4 4 7 
7 4 5 7 
5 7 5 7 
2 5 4 6 
2 4 4 1 
6 5 7 6 
6 6 6 6 
6 4 6 7 
6 5 6 6 
4 3 4 4 
7 2 5 2 
1 3 4 3 
7 4 5 4 
5 4 5 3 
6 6 4 6 
7 3 4 4 
2 3 2 1 
7 5 7 7 
5 2 7 7 
5 3 6 4 
7 5 5 1 
4 3 2 l 
7 3 7 7 
6 4 7 7 
2 5 7 4 
7 5 7 7 
l 4 1 1 
7 5 7 7 
5 4 7 7 
5 4 7 4 
*The above table lists the subjects' belief scores for 
each of the six word-concepts. The scores 
represent .each subject's response to each 
of the five scales used to measure belief. 
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LIST OF UNDERGROUND NEWSPAPERS 
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The following list of underground newspapers was 
compiled from the most recent membership listings (1972) 
of the Underground Press Syndicate, the Amerikan Press 
Syndicate and Liberation News Service. This list should 
not be considered all inclusive, since many smaller organ-
·izations' lists were not used; for example, none of the 
high school underground news services were used as sources 
for additional listings. 
Ain't I A Woman - Iowa City, Iowa 
Akwesasne Notes - Rooseveltown, New York 
All American Rag - Carbondale, Illinois 
The Alternative - Beverly Shores, California 
Alternatives Journal - Los Angeles, California 
Amazing Grace - Tallahas.see, Florida 
Andromeda - Stillwater, Oklahoma 
Ann Arbor Sun - Ann Arbor, Michigan 
Astral Projections - Albuquerque, New Mexico 
Atlantis - Miamisburg, Ohio 
Augur - Eugene, Oregon 
Argo - Pomona, New Jersey 
All You Can Eat - New Brunswick, New Jersey 
Bars and Gripes - Shelton, Washington 
Berkeley Barb - Berkeley, California 
Berkeley Tribe - Berkeley, California 
Better World News - West Point, California 
Big Muddy Gazette - Carbondale, Illinois 
Black News - Camden, New Jersey 
Black Resistance Magazine - St. Louis, Missouri 
Black Vanguard - Champaign, Illinois 
Black Voice - Newark, New Jersey 
Black Voice - Syracuse, New York 
Boise City Herals Tribune - Boise, Idaho 
Borealis Communications - Clio, Michigan 
Boston Phoenix - Boston, Massachusetts 
Both Sides Now - Jacksonville, Florida 
Bugle American - Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
Bragg Briefs - Spring Lake, North Carolina 
Burning Spear - Ann Arbor, Michigan 
Cahoots - Joplin, Missouri 
Charlotte Media - Charlotte, North Carolina 
Challenge- Davenport, Iowa 
Chicago Seed - Chicago, Illinois 
Civil Defense - Bethlehem, Pennsylvania 
Columbus Free Press - Columbus, Ohio 
Come Together - Encino, California 
Come Unity - St. Petersburg, Florida 
Common Sense - Bloomington, Indiana 
Common Sense - Chattanooga, Tennessee 
Greem - Walled Lake, Michigan 
Crystal City News - Bowling_Green, Ohio 
Cuyahoga Current - Cleveland, Ohio 
Daily Planet - Miami, Florida 
D. C. Gazette - Washington, D. C. 
Deadringer - Forth Wayne, Indiana 
The Destroyer - Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Door - San Diego, California 
Dragonseed· - Baltimore, Maryland 
Drummer - Ppiladelphia, Pennsylvania 
EdCentric - Washington, D. c. 
El Pape! - Albuquerque, New Mexico 
Elyaqui Compass - Houston, Texas 
~quinox - Troutdale, Oregon 
ithos - Little Rock, Arkansas 
~nvelope Freeway - Wickliffe, Ohio 
'l'he Express - Hicksville, New York 
Eyewitness - San Francisco, California 
Everywoman - Los Angeles, California 
Face to Face~ Gardner, Massachusetts 
Family Voice - Blmhurst, New York 
Feast of Fools - Des Moines, Iowa 
Fifth Estate - Detroit, Michigan 
'I'he First Casualty - New York, New York 
Fits - San Francisco, California 
Fly By Night - vv·ashington, D. C. 
The i:<'olk Tack - Kansas City, Missouri 
F'ort Carson Racial Harmony Council - Fort Carson, 
Colorado 
The For Real. Purdy ~ Gig Harbor, \v·ashington 
For The People - Fall River, Massachusetts 
Fourth ii:state - Palo Alto, California 
Free Akron - Akron, Ohio 
Free Aquarian - Passaic, New Jersey 
Free Forum - Sutherland, Oregon 
Free News - Richmond, California 
The Free Press - Coconut Grove, Florid~ 
1',rom Scratch - vialla Walla, Washington 
FTA - Louisville, Kentucky 
Fuse - Oneor1ta, Alabama 
Fusion - Boston, Massachusetts 
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The Gar - Austin, Texas 
Gay Sunshine - Berkeley, California 
Gimme Shelter Collective - Kansas City, Missouri 
Golden City Gazette - Topeka, Kansas 
Goodbye To All That - San Diego, California 
Good-News Acid - New Orleans, Louisianna 
Good Times - San Francisco, California 
Great Sr>eckled Bird - Atlanta, Georgia 
Great Swamp Erie, Da, Da, Boom - Cleveland, Ohio 
El Grito del Norte - Espanola, New Mexico 
Gulf Coast Fish Cheer - Pennsecola, Florida 
Gutz - Portland, Oregon 
The Guardian - New York, New York 
Henderson Station - State College, Pennsylvania 
Hemo Da Skool - Honolulu, Hawaii 
High School Rising - New York, New York 
Ho~e Gookin' - Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
Homefront --Brooklyn, New York 
Honky Times - San Antonio, Texas 
Hooka - Dallas, Texas 
Hundred Flowers - Minneaµolis, Minnesota 
Iconoclast - Dallas, Texas 
Independent Eye - Cincinnati, Ohio 
Indianapolis· .. Free Press ... Indianapolis, Indiana 
Industrial Worker - Chicago, Illinois 
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In The Heart of the Beast - Leominster, Massachusetts 
The Issue - Columbia, Missouri 
I Wor Kuen - New York, New York 
Jailbreak - Corvallis, Oregon 
The Journal - Rochester, New York 
Kaleidoscope - Hazelton, Pennsylvania 
Kaleidoscope - West Hempstead, New York 
Kaleidoscope Publishing Company - Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
Kensington Free Press - Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
King Street Trolley - Madison, Wisconsin 
The Kudzu - Jackson, Mississippi 
Lancaster Independent Press - Lancaster, Pennsylvania 
Last Harass - Augusta, Georgia 
Las Vegas Free Press - Las Vegas, New Mexico 
Le.ft Face - Anniston, Alabama 
The Lesbian Tide - Los Angeles, California 
Liberated Guardian - New York, New York 
Lightning - Storrs, Connecticut 
Local Rocks - Los Angeles, California 
Long Beach Free Press - Long Beach, California 
Long Island Free Press - Westbury, New York 
The Looking Glass - Cleveland, Ohio 
Los Angeles Free Press - Los Angeles, California 
Los Angeles News Advocate - Los Angeles, California 
Lost In Space - Binghamton, New York 
Lincoln Park Publishing Company - Fort Pierce, Florida 
Maggie's Farm - Dayton, Ohio 
Marijuana Review - San Francisco, California 
Market Place - Kinsville, Texas 
The )1a.tch - Tucson, Arizona 
The Metro - Detroit, Michigan 
Milestones - West Union, Iowa 
Moniebague Press - Westhampton Beach, New York 
Moscow Idaho News, Moscow, Idaho 
Mother Earth News - Madison, Ohio 
1-luhammad Speaks - Chicago, Illinois 
Navy Times Are Changin' - North Chicago, Illinois 
New Community Journal - Bowling Green, Ohio 
New Dawn - San Francisco, California 
New Improved Tide - Los Angeles, California 
New Morning - Columbia, Missouri 
New Morning - East Cleveland,. Ohio 
New Morning Community - New York, New York 
New Morning News - Bangor, Maine 
News and Letters - Detroit, Michigan 
New Times - Tempe, Arizona 
New Unity - Springfield, Massachusetts 
Norfolk Gorilla - Norfolk, Virginia 
The News - Cambridge, Massachusetts 
Nola Express - New Orleans, Louisiana 
North Carolina Anvil - Durham, North Carolina 
Northwest Passage, Bellingham, Washington 
The New Liberator - Chicago, Illinois 
The O.B. People's Rag - Ocean Beach, California 
The Oleo Strut - Killeen, Texas 
Omaha Suitcase - Akron, Ohio 
Off Our Backs - Washington, D.c. 
The Only Alternative - Muncie, Indiana 
The Orphan - Lansing, Illinois 
Osmosis - Tulsa, Oklahoma 
Other Voice - New Orleans, Louisiana 
Outlaw - Miami, Florida 
Outlaw - St. Louis, Missouri 
'I'he Outlaw Times Tribe .... Forth Worth, Texas 
Our Choking Times - Columbus, Ohio 
The Paper - Bakersfield, California 
The Paper - Kansas City, Missouri 
Patriot - Kalamazoo, Michigan 
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Peace Press - Los Angeles, California 
People's Press - Clovis, New Mexico 
People's Press - Fort Dodge, Iowa 
The People's Record - Springfield, Ohio 
People's Weekly - Waterbury, Connecticut 
Philadelphia Free Press - Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Pittsburg Fair Vijitness - Pittsburg, Pennsylvania 
Poiuyt - Marietta, Ohio 
The Primer - Lakeland, Florida 
Providence Free Press - Pawtucke·t, Rhode Island 
Provincial Press - Spokane, Washington 
Pure Corn - Evansville, Indiana 
Quack - Terre Haute, Indiana 
Quicksilver Times, Washington, D.C. 
The Rag - Austin, Texas 
The Rag - Portland, Maine 
Rage - Hubert, North Carolina· 
Rainbow - Miami, Florida 
Rama Pipien - Newcastle, California 
The Rat - New York, New York 
Reality Sandwich, Springfield, Illinois 
Realities - Geneva, Illinois 
Rearguard - Mobile, Alabama 
Red Brick - Lafayette, Indiana 
Red Clover Collective - Putney, Vermont 
Red Times - Detroit, Michigan 
The Rest of the News - Ithaca, New York 
Razzberry Radicle - Dayton, Ohio 
Rising Up Angry - Chicago, Illinois 
River City Review - South Bend, Indiana 
The Root - Grand Rapids, Michigan 
San Jose Red Eye - San Jose, California 
Schuylkill River Express - Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Second City - Chicago, Illinois 
Second Coming - Ypsilanti, Michigan 
The Seed - Hays, Kansas 
Seer's Catalogue - Albuquerque, New Mexico 
St. Louis New Times - St. Louis, Missouri 
Shelter Half - Tacoma, Washington 
Skate - El Paso, Texas 
The Skweeker - Great Falls, Montana 
The South Baltimore Voice - Baltimore, Maryland 
Southern Comfort - Jonesboro, Arkansas 
Space - Binghamton, New York 
Space City News - Houston, Texas 
Spark - Amherst, Massachusetts 
Spark - Takoma Park, Maryland 
The Spokesman - New Lennox, Illinois 
Spuff - Beverly Hills, California 
The Staff - Los Angeles, California 
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Stockton Community Newspaper - Atlantic City, New Jersey 
Straight Creek Journal - Denver, Colorado 
Stump - Kent, Ohio 
Sunburst - Tucson, Arizona 
Sundance Magazine - San Francisco, California 
Sundaze - Santa Cruz, California 
Sunshine Aura - Erie, Pennsylvania 
Submarine Church Press - Florence, Massachusetts 
Sweetfire - Albany, New York 
Synergy - \·Jestfield, New Jersey · 
Take Over - Madison, Wisconsin 
Third World Edition - Brooklyn, New York 
The Threepenney Paper - Middleton, Connecticut 
Thursday - Cambridge, Massachusetts 
Touch - Corte Madera, California 
Tree Frog Report - Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Tribal Council - Woodbury, Illinois 
Tribal Messenger - Albuquerque, New Mexico 
True Free Pres:,:; - Indio, California 
The Trumpet - Goleta, California 
UFO - Colwnbia, South Carolina 
Undercurrent - Buffalo, New York 
University Review - New York, New York 
Up Against The Wall - Ann Arbor, Michigan 
Vets Stars & Stripes - Chicago, Illinois 
The Village Sun - Laguna Beach, California 
Virginia Weekly, Charlottesville, Virginia 
Vodka - Los Angeles, California 
Voice of Hope - Houston, Texas 
Vortex - Lawrence, Kansas 
Walrus - Champaign, Illinois 
The Watcher - Winter Park, Florida 
The watcher - Apopka, Florida 
'INashington Park Spirit - Albany, New York 
\\'eather Report - San Marcos, Texas 
V.iestport Trucker - Kansas City, Missouri 
\vest Side of the Tracks - Daytona Beach, Florida 
te The Pf'ople - Madison, Wisconsin 
whippersnapper - McConnellsburg, Pennsylvania 
~Vild Currents - Duluth, Minnesota 
V.illiamette idsing - Potland, Oregon 
\'Jinter Soldier - Tulsa, Oklahoma 
Wocdstocl< Aquarian - Woodstock, New York 
Worcester Spy - Worcester, Massachusetts 
Word Power -·Salt Lake City, Utah 
~ori Force - Canyon, California 
The ·i,Orst Orange Gazette - West Orange, New Jersey 






AG& ................ .. 
SEX ............................. . 
PLl:ASE INDICATI: THE NUMBl:11 01" Vl:AIIS vou•va WORKED WITH THI: UNDIEIIGROUND PRl:SS ........ . 
PLl:ASE CIIICLE THE LAST Vl:AR 01" l"OIIM"L EDUCATION VOU HAVE COMPLETED: 
I I 10 11 12 13 14 15 11 17 11 It 20 
HAVI: VOU HAD ANV l"OIIMAL TRAINING IN JOURNALISM? .......... VU .......... NO 
Please read the directions on the next page very 
carefully. Thank you for your cooperation! 
DIRECTIONS: 
The purpose of this study is to measure the meanings of certain persons or things to 
various people by having them judge them against a series of descriptive scales. In 
taking this test, please make your judgments on the basis of what these things mean 
to you. On the following pages you will rind a different concept to be judged and 
beneath it a set of scales. Please rate the concept on each of these scales. If you 
feel that the concept at the tor of" the page is very closely related to one end of the 






If you feel the concept is quite closely related to one or the other end of the scale 
.(but not extremely), you should place your check mark as follows: 
GOOD ---1~1---1---1---1---1- 8AD 
O.R 
GOOD ---1---1-. --1---1---l_x__l--- 8AD 
If the concept seems only slightly related to one side as opposed to the other side 
(but is not really neutral), then you should check as follows: 





The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon which of the two 
ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the thing you're judging. If the 
concept is related to neither end of the sc•le or if the concept is equally related to 
both ends of the scale, you . should place your check mark as follows: 
GOOD ---1-1---1L1----1---1--- 8AD 
174 
FREAK 
RATIONAL ---1---1---1---1--. -1--· --1--- INTUITIVE 
HARMFUL · ---1---1---1-1--.-1---1--- •ENEFICIAL 
WISE ---1---1---1-. ---1-1---1---• FOOLISH 
DIRTY ---1-.--1---1--. -1---1---1--- CLEAN 
SUCCESSFUL ---1---1-1--.--1---1---1--- UNSUCCESSFUL 
IMPOSSIBLE 1---1-1---1---1- jl,oSSIBLE 
EDUCATED 1---. -1---1--- IGNORANT 
CRUEL 1-1-1-1-1--- KIND 
GRACEFUL 1---1-1---1---1--- AWKWARD 
POTENT ---1---1---1---1---1---1- IMPOTENT 
l'ALSE -1--·--1---1---.1---1---1--- TRUE 
ACTIVE ---1---1---. -1---1---1-1--- PASSIVE 
EXISTENT 1---1--.-1---1-1---1--- NONEXISTENT 
BAD ---1---1-.---1---1---1---1- GOOD 
PROBABLE -1---1---1---1---1-1---· IMl'RO•A•LE 
SKEPTICAL ---1--·-1---1-1---1---1---. - BELIEVING 
UNLIKELY -1---1----..:---1---1---1---1--- LIKELY 
HONEST ---1---1.---1---1---1-1- DISHONEST 
SICK ---1---1---.-1---1---1--·-1--- HEALTHY 
STRONG ---1-1---1---1---1---1--- WEAK 









---1---1---1---1-. ---1---1---· FOOLISH 
---1---1--.-1---1---1---1--·-- CLEAN 
SUCCESS .. UL ---1-1---1---1---1---1--- UNSUCCESS .. UL 
IMPOSSl9LE ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- POSSIBLE 
EDUCATED ---1---1---1-.---1---1---1--- IGNORANT 
CRUEL ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- KIND 












---1---1---1----1 1----,.-1--- AWKWARD 
---1---1---1---1---1---.1--· -- IMPOTENT 
---1---1---1-· ---1---1---1--- TRUE 
---1---1---1---1---1-· ---1--- PASSIVE 
---1---1---1---1---1---1- NONEXISTENT 
---1---1---1---1---1---1--- GOOD 
-· --1---1---1---1---1---1--- IMPROBABLE 
---1---1---1---1---1---1--- 8ELIEVING 
---1---1---1---1---1---1- LIKELY 
---1---1---1--·--1---1-· --1--- DISHONEST 
---1---1---1---1---1---1-· --- HEAL THY 
---1---1---1---1---1---1--- WEAK 








---1---1---1---1 1---1--- aENEF'ICIAL 
---1---1---1---1---1---1--- F'OOLISH 
---1---1---1---1---1---1--- CLEAN 
SUCCESSFUL ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- UNSUCCESSFUL 
IMPOSSIBLE ---1---1---1---1---1-. --1--- POSSIBLE 
EDUCATED ---1---1---1-1---1---1-. --- IGNORANT 
CRUEL ---1-1---1---1---1---1--- KIND 
Gl"ACEF'UL -----1---. l---1---1---1---1--- AWKWARD 
POTENT ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- IMPOTENT 
l"ALSE ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- TRUE 
ACTIVE ---1---1-1---1---1---1--- PASSIVE 
EXISTENT ---1---1---1---1---1--. --1-· --- NONEXISTENT 
BAD ---1---1-·--1---1---1---· 1--- GOOD 
PROBABLE ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- IMPROBAaLl 
SKEPTICAL ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- aELIEVING 
UNLIKELY ---1---1__;__1---1---1---1--- LIKELY 
HONEST ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- DISHONEST 
SICK ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- HEALTHY 
STRONG ---1--·-1---1---1---1---1--- WEAK 











SUCCl!SSIL'UL ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- UNSUCCESSFUL 
IMPOSSIBLE ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- POSSl•LE 
EDUCATED -1---1---1---1---1---1--- IGNORANT 
CRUEL ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- KIND 
GRACl!IL'UL ---1---1---1-1---1---1--- AWKWAIIO 
POTl!NT -1---1---1---1---1---1--- IMPOTENT 
l"ALSE ---1---1---1--.--1---1---1--- TIIUE 
ACTIVE ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- PASSIVE 
EXISTENT ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- NONEXISTENT 
BAO ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- GOOD 
PROBABLE ---1---1---1---1---1-. --1--- IMPROBABLE 
SKEPTICAL ---1---1---1---1-1---1--- BELIEVING 
UNLIKELY ---1---1---1---1---1---1- LIKELY 
HONEST ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- DISHONEST 
SICK ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- HEALTHY 
STRONG ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- WEAK 









-1---1---1---. -1---1---1--- FOOLISH 
---1---1---1---1---1---1--- CLEAN 
SUCCESSFUL ---1---1---1---1----1 1--- UNSUCCESSFUL 
IMPOSSIBLE ---1-1---1---1;.....__1---1--- POSSIBLE 
EDUCATED -·---·--- 1---1---1---·- IGNORANT 
CRUEL ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- KIND 
GRACEFUL ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- AWKWARD 
POTENT ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- IMPOTENT 
FALSE ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- TRUE 
ACTIVE ---1---1---1---1---1---1- PASSIVE 
EXISTENT ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- NONEXISTENT 
BAD ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- GOOD 
PROBABLE ---1---1---1-1---1---1--- IMPROBABLE 
SKEPTI.CAL ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- BELIEVING 
UNLIKELY ---1---1---1---1---1---1--- LIKELY 
HONEST ---1---1---1---1-1---1--- DISHONEST 
SICK ---1---1---1---1-1---1--- HEALTHY 
STRONG ---1-1---1---1---1---1--- WEAK 










-·-·-·--- l---1--- CLEAN 
SUCCIESSP'UL -1---1---1---1---1---1--- UNSUCCESSFUL 

















---1---1---~----1 1--.--1-.-- AWKWARD 
---1-1---1---1--.--1---1--- IM .. OTENT 




---1---1---1-1---1---1--- IM .. ROBA8LE 
---1---1---1--· -1---1---1--- BELIEVING 
---1---1---1---1---1~1--- LIKELY 
-. --1---1---1---1---1-1--- DISHONEST 
---1---1-. --·-1---1---1---1--- HEALTHY 
---11-1-1---1---1---1--- WEAK 




In this part you will be asked to indicate the two most 
appropriate synonyms for each of three words. If, for ex-
ample, the word was "mighty" you may be inclined to choose 
strong and powerful as the two most appropriate synonyms. 
Please list the two m~st appropriate synonyms for each of 
the following words:~ 
Institution: (1) (2) Establishment: (-l.....------- (""'2 ..... )_____ _ 
Imperialism: ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ______ _ 
DI.1:t£CTIONS: 
For each of the following personalities, please indicate 





Jerry Rubin is (a) __________________ __ 
Richard Nixon is (a -------------------Angel a Davis is (a) 
Philip Berrigan is Ta--------------
John Sinclair is {a). 
Daniel Ellsberg is (a------------
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